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ERRATA. 

Page  49*  jnarginal  note,  lines  11  and  12.  for  *<  administered**  read  « became  executor.** 
t6.  marginal  note,  line  4.  from  bottom,  for  «^.,  as  administrator"  read"^.,  as 

executor." 
52.  marginal  note,  line  5.  from  bottom,  for  **  covenant*'  read  *<  agreement.** 
126.  line  7.  from  bottom,  for  «  surrender  '*  read  **  surrenders.** 
213.  lines  15,  16.  for  «so  admitted  to  be  in  existence'*  read  **  really  intended  to  be 

sued  upon,  he  haTing  by  mistake  answered  to  a  different  bill." 
329.  line  14.  after  "same  title**  read  «  L.  5." 
S40.  line  2^  for  <*  2  &  S**  read  «  3  &  4.** 

S94.  lines  13  and  14.  read  '<  Bou/erbcmk  served  a  summons  for  time  to  plead,  which  he 
obtained." 
i6.  line  15.  for  « they  "  read  «*  Wright.** 
395.  line  19.  for  « the  defendanta"  read  «  IFright.** 

404.  line  16.  for  '*  neo*'  read  <<nemo.*' 

405.  line  14.  for  «  ethaeredibus '*  read  <<  et  hsredibus.*' 
697.  line  16.  for  **  Ghucester"  read  *' Dorchester." 
750.  line  17.  for  "defendant"  read  "plaintiff.** 

752.  line  20.  for  «*  Baper  "  read  « lUiper."* 
ib.  last  line  but  one,  for  "iZeMi"  read  "i2ca</.** 


Note. 


Page  48.   note 
i  M.  477. 


(a),  Summers  v.  Mosdey  is  now  reported,    4  Tyrwk.  158.  2CrH. 


CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED  1^34. 

IN  TBS 

Court  of  KING'S  BENCH, 

AND 

UPON  WRITS  OF  ERROR  FROM  THAT  COURT 

TO  THX 

EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER, 

IN 

Easter  Term, 

In  the  Fourth  Year  of  the  Reign  of  William  IV. 


MEMORANDA- 


DuRiiro  the  last  vacation  his  Majesty  was  pleased,  by 
his  letters  patent,  to  grant  the  dignity  of  a  Baron  of  the 
United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  to  the 
Right  Honourable  Sir  Thomas  Denman  Knight,  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  the  heirs 
male  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten,  by  the  name,  style, 
and  dde  of  Baron  Denman  of  Daoedale  in  the  county 
oi  Derby. 
Vol.  I.  B  In 


CASES  IN  EASTER  TERM 

IBS*.  In  the  same  vacation  Mr.  Baron  Bayley  resigned  his 

"  seat  on  the  Bench  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  was 
on  that  occasion  created  a  Baronet  of  the  United  King- 
dom. He  was  succeeded,  on  the  28th  day  of  Febrttary^ 
by  John  Williams  Esquire,  who  was  first  called  to  the 
degree  of  serjeant  at  law,  and  gave  rings  with  the  motto, 
"  Tutela  legum ; "  and  who  afterwards  received  the 
honour  of  knighthood. 

Sir  William  Homcj  in  the  same  vacation,  resigned 
the  office  of  Attorney-General,  in  which  he  was  succeeded 
by  Sir  John  Campbell^  his  Majesty's  Solicitor-General. 
Charles  Christopher  Pepys  Esquire,  one  of  his  Majesty's 
counsel,  succeeded  Sir  John  Campbell  in  the  office  of 
Solicitor-General,  and  received  the  honour  of  knight- 
hood. 

Mr.  Serjeant  Jones^  in  this  vacation,  received  his 
Majesty's  licence  to  bear  the  surname  of  Atcherley^  in 
pursuance  of  the  will  of  his  late  maternal  uncle. 

Early  in  Easier  term  Mr.  Justice  Parker  Mr.  Justice 
JldersonyMr.  Baron  Vaughan^  and  Mr.  Baron  Williams^ 
resigned  their  seats  in  their  respective  Courts.  Mr. 
Baron  Williams  was  appointed  a  Judge  of  his  Majesty's 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  Mr.  Baron  Vaughan  a  Judge  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  Mr.  Justice  Park^ 
and  Mr.  Justice  Alderson  Barons  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer. They  took  their  seats  in  the  several  Courts, 
according  to  the  last-mentioned  appointments^  on  the 
29th  day  of  April 


IN  THE  Fourth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV. 

1834. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 
(Error  from  the  King's  Bench.) 

Wright  against  Doe  dem.  Tatham  (a). 

'^FHE  defendant  in  error  declared  in  ejectment  against  Abiil  wM^aied 

t         !••«••  •       t       ^  n  Tr-      t     Ti        1      ***  Chancery 

the  plamtin  m  error  m  the  Court  of  King  s  Bench,  against  several 
At  ihe  trial  before  Gwrney  B.,  at  the  Lancaster  Spring  whereupon  an 
assizes,  1833,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  iu"vel*'norw'i^ 
below,  and  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  below  tendered  °*i?.T^; '", 

'  which  the  de- 

a  bill  of  exceptions.  fendants  in 

^  Chancery  were 

By  the  bill  of  exceptions  it  appeared,  that  the  plaintiff  Bl^^intiffs,  and 

the  plaintiff  in 

bdow  clumed  as  heir  at  law  of  John  Marsden  deceased,  Chancery  de- 
who  was   admitted  to   have  died  seised,  leaving  the  spectmg  a  will 
plaintiff  below  his  heir  at  law;    but   Wright  claimed  tionedin^he 

proceedings, 
devifiiiff  real  property.  The  isaue  waa  found  in  the  affirmative,  and  the  bill  dismissed*  At 
iKe  tri^  oiE^ili*  ittue.jme  of  the  three  attesting  witnesses  to  tba  willaiEore  to  ill  execution. 
TGe  pfaintifT  in  Chancery  afterwards  brought  ejectment  0.0  his  own  d^mise^.a&Jieir  at  law 
of  W»p  against  one  qf  the  JefonJatits;  who  claimed,  as  devisee  oi  M»^  for  the.premises  whidd 
had  been  the  subfect  of  (hfijMue.  After  the  action  of  ejectment  was  commenced,  judgment 
was  entered  up  on  the  issue  from  Chancery,  in  the  court  of  law  in  which  it  had  been  tried. 
Aa  order  of  Court  was  made  in  the  action  of  ejectment,  that  the  short- hand  writer's  and 
Judge's  notes  of  the  evidence  of  such  witnesses  on  the  trial  of  the  issue,  as  should  be  dead 
before  the  trial  of  the  ejectment,  should  be  read  at  the  latter  trial. 

On  the  trial  of  the  ejectment,  the  defendant  gave  evidence  of  these  several  proceedings, 
and  proved  the  former  testimony  of  the  above-mentioned  witness,  who  was  dead,  from  the 
■bort-hand  writer's  notes;  and  be  produced  a  will,  which  was  identified  with  that  proved  on 
the  trial  of  the  issue  out  of  Chancery :  Held,  that  this  was  sufficient  proof  of  the  execution 
of  the  will,  thoagh  another  attesting  witness  was  present  at  the  trial  of  the  ejectment;  but 
that  without  proof  of  the  evidence  of  the  deceased  witness,  such  proceedings  would  not  have 
been  proof  of  the  execution. 

A  question  having  arisen  as  to  the  sanity  of  tlie  devisor,  letters  were  tendered  in  evidence, 
which  bad  bean  found  among  his  papers  shortly  after  his  death,  written  to  him  by  persons 
of  bis  acquaintance,  of  whom  all  but  One  were  dead ;  one  of  the  letters  purporting  to  be 
an  answer  to  a  letter  written  by  the  devisor.  Qu€tre,  Whether  such  letters  were  admissible, 
■s  shewing  that  the  devisor  was  treated  by  lib  acquaintance  as  a  person  of  sound  mind. 

(a)  The  cases  argued  and  decided  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  on  wriu 
of  error  upon  judgments  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  will  in  future  be 
pi^liabed  in  these  Reports. 

B  2  under 
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Wriobt 

agahul 

Dob  dem. 

Tatuam. 


a  rule  of  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench,  made  in  the  pre* 
sent  cause»  ordering  that  the  Judge's  notes,  and  the  short- 
hand writer's  notes,  of  the  evidence,  given  at  the  trial  of 
the  issue,  of  witnesses  who  should  since  be  dead,  should 
be  read  at  the  trial  of  this  ejectment  Bleasdal^s  evidence 
at  the  trial  of  the  ejectment,  was  accordingly  read  from 
the  notes  of  the  short-hand  writer.  The  counsel  for  the 
defendant  below  then  tendered  the  will  in  evidence; 
but  it  was  objected  that  this  could  not  be  read  until  the 
execution  had  been  proved  by  the  attesting  witness  then 
present  in  Court.  *^  And  the  said  Baron  thereupon 
stated  his  opinion  to  be,  that  the  said  will  could  not  be 
read  in  evidence,  and  refused  to  admit  the  same,  unless 
the  said  living  attesting  witness  was  called  by  the  said 
defendant  to  prove  the  execution  thereof.  Whereupon 
the  counsel  for  the  said  defendant  made  his  exceptions 
to  the  said  opinion  of  the  said  Baron,  that  the  said  will 
could  not  be  read  in  evidence,  unless  the  surviving 
witness  was  called." 

The  third  exception  was  as  follows :  —  *^  And  there- 
upon the  said  Baron  stated  his  opinion  to  be,  that  the 
evidence,  so  as  aforesaid  given  by  the  said  defendant, 
did  not  sustain  the  affirmative  of  the  said  matter  in  con- 
troversy and  at  issue  as  last  aforesaid,  as  to  the  said  will 
as  aforesaid,  and  directed  the  said  jury  to  find  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff.  Whereupon  the  said  counsel  for  the 
said  defendant  made  his  exception  thereto." 

The  exceptions  concluded  with  the  prayer  of  the 
counsel  for  the  defendant  below,  <^  that  the  said  Baron 


intimmted  Uimt  he  did  not  know  in  what  way  the  judgment  was  t»  be  set 
aside,  and  the  Judges  directed  that  he  should  attend  in  Court  to  receive 
their  directions.  Upon  his  doing  so,  he  was  directed  by  the  Court  to 
make  an  entiy  on  the  margin  of  the  roll,  that  the  judgment  had  been  set 
aside  by  rule  of  the  Court)  and  that  the  entry  was  made  by  their  order. 

would 
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woald  set  bis  hand  and  seal  to  this  bill  of  exceptions, 
containing  the  several  matters  as  aforesaid,  according  to 
the  ibnn/'  && 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff.  Judgment  having 
bee&  entered  in  the  Court  below  for  the  plainti£^  the 
defendant  brought  his  writ  of  error.  The  assignment  of 
errors  specified  the  three  points  raised  respectively  by 
the  three  exceptions  as  above  mentioned  {a). 

The  case  was  argued  in  Hilary  term  18S4<  {January 
18th),  before  TindalCJ.,  Park  J. ^  Gaselee  J.^  Bosan^ 
quet  J.,  Bayley  B.,  Faugkan  B.,  and  GUmey  B. 
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F.  Pollock  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  As  to  the  first . 
exception,  the  letters  are  evidence  as  written  declar- 
ations made  to  the  testator,  shewing  how  he  was  treated 
by  the  persons  who  corresponded  with  him.  They  are 
admissible^  just  as  evidence  of  a  conversation  held  with 
him  would  be.  IBctyUy  B.  Could  you  make  part  of 
that  conversation  evidence,  without  including  the  answer 
of  the  party  with  whom  it  was  held  ?]  If  such  party 
were  shewn  to  have  made  no  answer,  that  would  be 
matter  of  remark ;  but  it  would  be  no  more.  Suppose 
the  letters  contained  discussions,  involving  difiicult 
questions  in  science  or  in  art,  and  were  addressed 
to  Marsder^  by  persons  eminent  in  those  departments : 
the  fiict  of  their  being  so  addressed  would  be,  by  itself^ 
evidence  directly  affecting  the  matter  in  controversy. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  letters  of  a  different  import, 

(a)  VHtta  Uiit  case  came  on  to  be  argued,  a  question  arose,  whether 
the  poinu  disputed  were  all  sufficiently  raised  on  the  bill  of  exceptioM* 
the  Court  intimating  some  doubt,  whether  they  should  not  have  been  all 
diatiocUy  specified  at  the  conclusion  of  the  bill ;  and  JSosanqu^t  J.  re- 
Icrred  to  a  case  of  Leufu  ▼.  jfrmslrotig,  argued  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber 
in  the  preceding  term,  in  which  the  same  difficulty  had  arisen.  The 
Court,  however,  ultimately  decided  that  the  bill,  in  its  present  form,  suf- 
ficiently brought  the  several  poiou  under  its  cogniiancc. 

B  4;  found 
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found  as  these  were,  would  have  been  evidence  to  prove 
the  non-sanity  of  Marsden.  In  a  case  of  ButUn  v.  Barryj 
heard  on  the  16th  of  January  in  this  year  in  one  of  the 
ecclesiastical  courts,  a  memorial  written  by  an  illiterate 
person  for  the  deceased,  and  adopted  by  him,  and  re- 
maining amongst  his  papers  after  his  decease,  was 
allowed  as  evidence  to  shew  his  incapaci^.  In  Wheeler 
and  Batsfbrd  v.  Alderson  (a),  a  question  arose  as  to  the 
capacity  of  a  person  who  died  in  18S0,  a  widow,  leaving 
a  will  dated  in  1822.  Sir  John  NichoUj  in  his  judgment, 
which  was  in  favour  of  the  will,  referred  to  a  letter  written 
by  the  deceased  person's  husband  in  1802,  as  bearing 
every  mark  of  being  addressed  to  a  wife  who  conducted 
herself  with  propriety,  and  treated  this  letter  as  evidence 
confirming  other  proofs  of  the  deceased's  capacity.  The 
same  point  arose  in  Waters  v.  Hatdett  {b).  The  printed 
report  of  that  case  refers  entirely  to  another  point:  but 
the  manuscript  notes  of  the  reporter  contain  the  follow- 
ing statement.  A  letter  written  by  a  brother  of  the  half 
blood  to  the  deceased,  from  France^  was  offered  in  evi- 
dence to  shew  the  way  in  which  the  deceased  was  treated 
by  his  friends  and  relations,  and  that  the  writer  did  not 
consider  the  deceased  insane  or  incompetent.  There 
was  no  reply,  nor  did  the  letter  refer  to  any  commu- 
nication received  from  the  deceased,  but  it  was  a  letter 
of  condolence  on  the  death  of  his  wife,  and  requesting 
a  reconciliation  between  him  and  the  writer.  This  evi- 
dence was  objected  to,  but  admitted  after  argument. 

As  to  the  second  exception.  The  bill  of  excep- 
tions identifies  the  property  now  in  question  with  that 
which  was  the  subject  of  the  proceedings  in  Chan- 
cery :  the  first  question  then  is,  whether  a  verdict  on  a 
specific  issue  between  the  same  parties,  coupled  with  the 


(a)  3  Hag.  Ecc.  Rep,  609. 


(b)  3  Hag.  Ecc.  R.  790. 

adoption 


IN  THE  FOUKTH   YeAB  OP   WILLIAM   IV. 


adoption  of  such  verdict  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  as 
the  fbondatioii  of  his  decree^  be  not  at  least  pnmk  fade 
endence  of  the  truth  of  the  fact  founds  as  between  the 
same  parties  contesting  the  same  fact,  so  as  to  make 
farther  evidence  unnecesssary.  For  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  in  ejectment,  and  the  tenant  in  possession, 
are  the  substantial  parties  to  an  action  of  ejectment: 
AMn  V.  Parkin  (a).  It  is  true,  that  the  defendant  in 
this  action  of  ejectment  was  joined  with  others  in  the 
former  proceedings ;  but  that  does  not  destroy  the  ad- 
missibility of  the  records  as  evidence^  whatever  might 
have  been  its  effect,  if  it  had  been  sought  to  use  them 
by  way  of  estoppel :  Kinnerdey  v.  Orpe  (i).  There  a 
record  was  held  admissible  as  evidence  in  an  action  by 
the  same  plaintiff  against  another  defendant,  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendants,  in  the  two  causes,  claimed 
to  act  under  the  same  authority,  the  sufficiency  of  the 
authority  being  the  question  in  dispute.  A  similar  prin-^ 
ciple  prevailed  in  StnUt  v.  Bovingdon  and  Others  (c), 
where  Lord  EUenborough  said  that,  although  the  record 
produced  was  not  an  estoppel,  he  should  think  himself 
bound  to  tell  the  jury  to  consider  it  as  conclusive  of  the 
rights  of  the  parties.  In  Hitchin  v.  Campbell  (d),  the 
former  record  was  admitted,  though  the  form  of  action 
was  different  Then,  if  the  former  records  be  admissible 
evidence,  they  constitute  at  least  prima  facie  evidence  of 
the  fact  found  by  the  verdict:  Bac,  Abr.  Evidence^  F.  {e) 
In  Outram  v.  MoretDood{g)^  the  question  arose  upon  the 
record  being  replied  as  an  estoppel,  and  the  replication 
was  held  good.     If  not  pleaded,  it  cannot  be  less  than 


1884. 


(a)  2  Burr.  665.  {h)  2  Doug.  517.  (c)  5  Etp.  iV.P.  C-  SB. 

(tf)  2  IT.  Bl.  779.  8S7.     See  1  Stark.  Ev.  2]  9.  (ed.  1835.)     Conu  Dig. 
Endewetf  A.  S. 

(«)  VoL  Ui.  p.  255.  (cd.  1832.)  [g)  5  Eatt,346. 

primA 
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primft  facie  fvidenoe:  Vooght  ▼•  Winch  {fl\  Hancock  v* 
Welsk  and  AnoAer  (6}«  With  respect  U>  any  objection 
arising  from  the  proceedings  having  originated  in 
equity,  Whaidy  v.  Menhetm  and  Letnf(c)  shews  thai 
they  are  not  on  that  account  inadmissible.  The  decree 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery  takes  the  place  of  a  judg« 
ment  at  law :  Montgomerie  v.  Clarke  {d)*  If  it  be  said 
that  there  is  a  technical  and  absolute  rule  that  a  will 
of  lands  must  be  produced,  attested  according  to  the 
requisites  of  the  statute^  the  answer  is,  that  the  rule 
does  not  go  that  length.  {^BayUy  B.  The  attesting 
witness  must  have  been  called  on  the  former  occa- 
sion.] At  any  rate,  some  satisfactory  proof  must  have 
been  given.  In  Burnett  v.  Lynch  (e\  the  testimony 
of  the  subscribing  witness  to  a  lease  was  dispensed 
with.  [Bayley  B.  It  had  been  thought  that,  where  a 
party  producing  a  deed  upon  notice  took  an  interest 
under  it,  the  opposite  party  might,  in  all  cases,  treat  it 
as  proved  to  be  executed.  That  rule  was  considered  a 
hard  one,  and  has  been  qualified  since.  The  language 
of  the  Chief  Justice  in  Bttmett  v.  Lynch  {e\  shews  that 
that  case  was  an  exception  from  the  general  rule.]  In 
Scott  V.  Waithman  {g\  the  testimony  of  the  subscribing 
witness  to  a  bond  was  dispensed  with  in  an  action 
against  the  sheriff  on  that  bond,  the  defendant  having 
produced  it  So  the  acknowledgment  of  the  bargainee 
was  held  to  be  proof  of  a  bargain  and  sale  which  was 
enrolled,  without  proof  of  the  sealing  and  delivery, 
Smartle  d.  Newport  v.  Williams  {h).     No  admission  by  a 


(a)  8  -».  4f  Jfld.  662. 
(C)  2  Eip,  N.  P,  C,  608. 
(e)  5B.^C,  589. 
(A)  iSaUe.2^0. 


(6)  IStorfc  JV:P.C.547. 

(dj  BvL  iST.  P.  2.34. 

{g)  3Stark,N.P,  C  168. 
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partjT}  though  made  on  record,  can  be  &troiiger  evidenca 
than  the  verdict  of  a  jury  adopted  by  the  Court  which 
has  directed  the  issue.  Thereforci  it  was  not  necessary 
to  produce  the  will  at  all;  but,  if  it  was  necessary,  then 
it  was  sufficient  to  produce,  as  has  been  done,  the  pre^ 
vions  records,  and  to  identify  the  will  which  actually 
was  produced  as  the  subject*matter  of  those  recoids; 
and  the  bill  of  exception  shews  that  this  identification 
has  been  made.  The  second  question  raised  upon  the 
second  exception  is,  whether,  if  it  be  necessary  that  the 
subscribing  witness  should  be  called,  that  rule  has  not 
been  complied  with  by  the  evidence  given,  under  the 
order  of  Court,  of  Eleasdal^s  testimony  on  the  former 
occasion.  In  Bex  v.  J6ll\ffe  (a),  Lord  Kentfon  said,  that 
evidence  which  a  witness  gave  on  a  former  trial  might 
be  used  on  a  subsequent  one,  if  he  had  died  in  the 
ioterim.  The  same  point  was  ruled  in  Struit  v.  Bo^ 
vingdon  and  Others  {b\  Mayor  of  DoncaUer  v.  D(y{c\ 
Pyke  V.  Crouched).  Nor  is  it  material  that  another 
witness  to  the  will  was  alive;  for,  in  the  cases  cited,  the 
evidence  would  not  have  been  rejected  upon  proof  that 
other  witnesses  were  alive,  capable  of  proving  the  fact 
in  question. 


1854. 


Sir  James  Scarlett  for  the  defendant  in  error.  As  to 
the  first  exception,  the  question  respecting  the  admis- 
sibility of  the  letters  is  rendered  immaterial  by  the  second 
exception.  But  the  rejection  of  the  letters  was  correct. 
Evidence  was  admitted  to  shew  their  character;  and 
then  the  question  arose,  whether  their  contents  could  be 
read.  Now  the  contents  could  be  produced  only  as,  first, 
a  statement  of  &cts,  or  secondly,  a  statement  of  the 

(a)  4  r.  R-  SflO.  {b)  5  Etp.  N.  P.  C.  SS, 

(c)  S  TawU,  863.  {d)  1  Ld,  Raym,  730.  (5th  rwoIatloD.} 
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opinions  of  the  writers :  in  neither  character  were  they 
admissible.  To  receive  the  opinion  of  a  deceased  per- 
son, as  to  the  sanity  of  another,  would  be  to  admit 
evidence  without  an  oath.  The  argument  on  the  other 
side  proceeds  upon  an  assumption  that  the  criterion  of 
the  admissibility  of  such  evidence  is  the  effect  which 
it  would  produce  if  received;  whereas  objectionable 
evidence  is  rejected,  precisely  because  it  is  capable  of 
producing  an  effect,  if  received :  the  question  is,  whether 
the  law  will  allow  the  effect  to  be  produced  by  such 
evidence.  If  a  jury  might  be  told  that  many  living  men 
of  science  had  expressed  an  opinion  in  favour  of  Mars^ 
derCs  sanity,  it  would  probably  produce  an  effect  on 
them ;  but  it  would  not  be  receivable  evidence.  The 
evidence  in  Butlin  v.  Barry  {a)  was  admissible  on  the 
ground  that  the  adoption  of  the  memorial  was  an  act 
of  the  deceased  person.  The  report  of  Wheeler  and 
Batsford  v.  Alderson  {b)  does  not  shew  in  what  way  the 
letter  there  referred  to  was  found.  As  to  the  case  of 
Waters  v.  HatxHett  (c\  it  is  a  decision  contrary  to  the 
principles  of  the  common  law  courts,  and  probably  de- 
pended upon  some  rule  connected  with  the  peculiar  pro- 
cess of  the  ecclesiastical  courts  respecting  evidence. 

As  to  the  second  exception,  and  the  first  question 
raised  by  it ;  the  general  rule  is,  that  when  an  attesting 
witness  to  a  document  is  alive  he  must  be  called.  The 
statute  of  frauds  having  prescribed'  peculiar  solemnities 
for  the  devising  of  lands,  the  Court  will  be  less  willing  to 
admit  an  exception  in  this  case  than  in  any  other.  The 
strictness  of  the  rule  is  relaxed  in  the  case  of  a  will, 
under  circumstances  only  of  extreme  necessity  :  Hands 
V.  James  {d)  is  an  instance.     Here  the  existence  of  a 


(a)  Ante,  p.  8. 

(c)  3  Hag.  Ecc.  Hep,  79a 


(b)  5  Hag.  Ecc.  Hep.  609. 
{d)  2  Comyns's  Rep,  551. 
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living  witness  does  away  with  the  necessity.  The  records  16S4. 
of  the  previous  proceedings  are  not  evidence  to  prove 
the  will*  In  the  first  place,  the  bill  is  not  evidence, 
even  against  the  party  filing  it,  except  for  the  purpose 
of  proving  the  prayer  and  explaining  the  decree.  The 
answer  cannot  be  read  here,  except  as  connected  with 
the  decree ;  for  it  is  the  evidence  of  the  party  who  now 
seeks  to  use  it:  it  cannot  be  used  to  prove  \he  fiicts 
asserted  in  it.  The  decree  was  for  the  dismissal  of  the 
bill ;  that  can  have  no  greater  efiect  than  a  nonsuit  at 
common  law.  Besides,  a  bill  may  be  dismissed  on  the 
facts  stated  in  the  defendant's  answer.  This  is  not  a 
decree  binding  the  parties  ;  if  it  had  been  so^  its  efiect 
might  have  been  difierent.  With  respect  to  the  feigned 
issue,  it  is  true  that  the  bill  of  exceptions  shews  that  a 
judgment  on  the  verdict  was  signed  in  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  after  the  present  action  of  ejectment  was  brought. 
Such  a  judgment,  if  pleaded,  must  be  pleaded  puis 
darrein  continuance.  It  is,  however,  not  usual  to  sign 
judgments  on  feigned  issues.  The  issues  are  tried 
under  the  direction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  do 
not  bind  that  Court  Admitting  that,  for  the  purpose 
of  using  these  proceedings  in  evidence,  it  was  competent 
to  shew  that  the  subject-matter  of  them  related  to  the 
will,  that  would  carry  the  proof  of  the  will  no  further  in 
the  present  action.  If  a  landlord  brought  covenant 
against  his  tenant  for  non-repair,  and  the  lease  were 
read  at  the  trial,  and  a  verdict  were  recovered,  and 
afterwards  the  landlord  brought  a  second  action  against 
his  tenant  for  arrears  of  rent,  the  former  record  would 
have  been  between  the  same  parties,  yet  the  plaintiff 
would  not  be  permitted  to  put  it  in  and  connect  it  with 
the  lease,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  execution  of 

the 
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the  lease.  Even  the  answer  in  equity  of  the  obligor  oP 
a  bond,  admitting  its  execation,  is  merely  secondary 
evidence  of  the  execution,  Call  v.  Dunning  {a)j  and  no 
foundation  has  been  laid  here  for  the  admission  of 
secondary  evidence*  Secondly,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of 
the  evidence  of  Bleasdal^s  former  testimony.  The 
best  evidence  of  the  execution  of  the  will  must  be  given. 
Bleasdak^s  former  evidence  is  not  the  best,  another 
witness  being  alive.  It  cannot  supersede  (he  necessity 
of  giving  the  best  evidenccf  although  it  may  be  adduced 
in  confirmation^  [^Bayley  B.  The  question  is,  whether 
this  production  of  Bleasdal^s  evidence  has  not  the 
same  effect  as  if  the  evidence  had  been  given  by  him  in 
the  witness  box  on  the  present  trial.]  The  judge  and 
jury  ought  to  have  the  same  means  of  examining  his 
evidence  as  were  afibrded  on  the  first  trial.  As  for  the 
onkr  of  Court,  that  cannot  make  his  former  testimony 
evidence  in  this  case,  more  than  it  would  have  done  if 
that  testimony  had  not  been  given  before  a  jury.  Nov^ 
bad  it  been  given,  for  instance,  by  way  of  deposition  in 
an  equity  suit,  it  would  have  been  no  proof  of  the  exe- 
cution of  a  will.  And  the  contents  of  the  will  are  not 
proved  at  all,  unless  Bleasdal^s  evidence  be  admitted  to 
connect  it  with  the  record  of  the  former  issue. 


jF.  Pollock  in  reply-  The  letters  are  not  offered 
as  shewing  either  facts  or  opinions  by  their  contents, 
but  as  constituting  in  themselves  a  feet,  namely,  the 
treatment  of  Marsden  by  the  writers.  No  argument  can 
be  drbwn  from  the  nature  of  the  second  exception, 
against  the  validity  of  the  first  If  the  letters  were  im- 
properly rejected,  there  is  error  on  the  record,  what- 

(a)  4  Etui f  55. 

ever 
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ever  may  be  decided  oa  the  second  exception.  Had 
the  defendant  closed  bis  case  at  that  rejection,  he 
would  never  have  been  called  upon  to  prove  the  will. 
In  Ijucas  V.  Nockells{a)y  in  the  House  of  Lords,  Lord 
Tenterden  would  not  allow  counsel  to  use  a  matter 
appearing  on  a  bill  of  exceptions,  not  being  distinctly 
excepted  to^  for  the  purpose  of  reversing  the  judgment, 
saying  that  the  court  of  error  had  jurisdiction,  on  a  bill 
of  exceptions,  only  to  decide  on  the  matter  excepted  to. 
On  the  same  principle,  nothing  which  appears  here  from 
the  second  exception  only  can  be  made  use  of  in  the  dis* 
cussion  of  the  former.  The  case  suggested,  of  successive 
actions  for  non^repair  and  for  rent  in  arrear,  on  the 
same  lease,  is  not  analogous ;  for,  in  the  present  case^ 
there  was  a  specific  issue  on  the  first  record  of  devisavit 
vel  lion,  which  is  now  coupled  with  evidence  of  the 
subject-matter  being  the  same.  As  to  the  alleged  in- 
sufficiency of  the  several  parts  of  the  proceedings  in 
equi^  taken  singly,  they  are  used  as  introductory  only 
to  the  issue  and  verdict,  and  the  decree  which  adopts 
this  last.  The  answer  is  offered,  not  to  prove  the  facts 
alleged  in  it,  but  to  explain  the  subject-matter  of  the 
issue,  devisavit  vel  non.  Besides,  the  dismissal  of  the 
bill  did  not  take  place  upon  the  allegations  of  the  answer, 
as  suggested,  but  upon  the  trial  of  a  material  traverse. 
It  is  an  adoption  of  the  verdict  by  the  Court.  If  a 
formal  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  be 
necessary,  that  has  been  entered  up  here.  With  re* 
spect  to  the  objections  to  Bleasdaie*^  evidence,  there  is 
no  authority  for  saying  that  the  testimony  of  a  dead 
witness,  provided  it  can  be  given  at  all,  is  not  evidence. 


Waigat 

ttgaintt 

Doftd<tn. 

Tatbam. 


(•}  Reported,  but  not  on  this  point,  10  Bing*  157. 
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even  as  to  the  execution  of  a  will^  of  as  high  a  nature  as 
that  of  a  living  one.  The  statute  of  finuds  does  not 
specify  how  the  attestation,  which  it  requires,  is  to  be 
proved.  The  ai^ument  on  this  point  would  go  the  length 
of  shewing  that  all  the  three  witnesses  must  be  called. 

Cktr.  adv.  vuli. 


TiNBAL  C.  J.  delivered  judgment  in  the  same  term. 
Upon  the  argument  of  this  writ  of  error,  the  two  ex- 
ceptions which  were  taken  by  the  defendant  below  to 
the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge  at  the  trial  of  the 
cause,  and  which  are  specially  assigned  as  errors  upon 
this  record,  have  been  fully  discussed  before  us*  The 
first  exception  is  taken  upon  the  refusal  by  the  learned 
Judge  to  admit  in  evidence  certain  letters  which  were 
offered  by  the  defendant  These  letters  were  proved  to 
have  been  written  by  different  persons  well  acquainted 
with  the  late  John  Marsden  at  different  periods  of  his 
life,  to  have  been  addressed  to  him  in  his  lifetime, 
and  to  have  been  found  amongst  his  papers  shortly 
after  hb  death,  the  writers  of  such  letters  being  dead  at 
the  time  of  the  trial.  Upon  this  exception  there  exists 
a  difference  of  opinion  in  Uie  CJourt,  on  the  point 
whether  such  letters  were  admissible  in  evidence  or  not 
But,  as  all  the  Judges  agree  that  the  second  exoq>tion 
ought  to  be  allowed,  and  as  the  consequence  of  such 
allowance  is  that  a  venire  de  novo  must  be  awarded,,  it 
becomes  unnecessary,  on  the  present  occasion,  to  enter 
into  any  discussion  of  the  particular  views  taken  by  the 
Judges  as  to  the  first  exception. 

The  second  exception  was  taken  to  the  opinion 
ddivered  by  the  learned  Judge  at  the  trial,  as  to  the 
admissibiUty  in  evidence  of  the  will  and  codicil  of  the 
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md  John  Marsden.  It  was  ruled  by  himi  that  the  will 
and  codidl  could  not  be  read  in  evidence  until  the 
surviving  attesting  witness  to  such  will  and  codicil^  who 
was  proved  to  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court, 
W8s  called  and  examined  as  to  the  execution  of  the  will; 
and  that  the  necessity  of  calling  such  surviving  witness 
was  not  dispensed  with  by  the  producing  and  reading 
in  evidence  the  examination  and  cross-examination  of 
another  of  the  attesting  witnesses  to  the  will  and  codicil, 
since  deceased,  taken  upon  a  former  trial  at  law,  upon 
an  issue  between  the  saipe  partiea^  and  upon  the  same 
quesdon  now  in  controversy*  And  upon  this  point,  we 
are  all  of  opinion,  that  the  will  and  codicil,  after  the 
prodaction  of  the  evidence  above  stated,  were  admissible, 
and  ought  to  have  been  received  in  evidence  without 
further  proof;  and,  consequently,  that  the  second  ex- 
ception must  be  allowed. 


1894. 

Wright 

agamti 

Doicdeni. 

Tatham. 


In   order   to  explain  the  reasons  upon  which  our   :?^-^rfi«^*«^/ :^^* 


opinion  is  formed  upon  this  second  point,  it  will  be 
proper  to  consider,  in  the  first  place,  the  ground  upon 
which  we  hold  the  examination  and  cross-examination 
€^  the  attesting  witness  to  the  will,  to  be  admissible  in 
evidence  after  the  death  of  such  witness,  for  any  purpose 
as  between  the  parties  to  the  present  suit;  and,  secondly, 
the  degree  and  character  of  such  evidence,  and  the  effect 
and  weight  to  which  it  is  entitled,  when  once  admitted, 
with  reference  to  the  subject-matter  in  dispute. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument,  indeed,  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  it  was  strongly  pressed  upon 
us,  that  the  proceedings  in  the  courts  of  equity  and 
law,  which  are  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  exceptions, 
formed  such  a  prim^  facie  case  in  favour  of  the  will  as, 
if  not  to  dispense  with  the   necessity  of  giving  any 
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further  evidence  whatever  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
below,  at  all  events  to  let  in  the  reading  of  the  will. 
Upon  this  point  it  will  be  sufficient  to  say,  that  we 
are  all  agreed  that  such  proceedings  had  no  such  effect 
For,  unless  they  could  be  held  to  go  the  length  of 
creating  an  estoppel  against  the  plaintiff  below,  we  see 
no  ground  for  holding  them  to  constitute  a  primft  facie 
case  in  his  favour.  And  that  they  Could  not  constitute 
an  estoppel  appears  sufficiently  clear  from  the  nature  of 
the  proceedings  themselves,  as  set  out  on  the  record. 

As  to  the  second  ground  of  exception,  the  facts  are, 
that  Mr.  Tatham,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  in  this 
action,  filed  his  bill  in  chancery  against  Mr.  Wright, 
the  defendant  in  the  present  action,  and  three  other 
persons.  And,  upon  the  answers  of  the  defendants 
coming  in,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  directed  an  issue  at  law 
upon  the  question,  whether  the  said  John  Marsden  did 
devise  his  estates  or  not  by  the  very  identical  will  which 
is  now  in  dispute. 

It  was  further  proved,  that  a  trial  of  such  issue,  in 
which  Mr.  Wright  and  the  other  defendants  in  the 
chancery  suit  were  the  plaintiffs,  and  Mr.  Tatkam  was 
the  defendant,  afterwards  took  place;  and  that,  on  the 
trial  of  that  issue,  Mr.  Giles  Bleasdale,  one  of  the  attest* 
ing  witnesses  to  the  will,  was  called  and  examined  on 
the  part  of  Mr.  Wright,  and  was  cross-examined  on  the 
part  of  Mr.  TatJtam.  Now,  if  tlie  former  trial  had 
taken  place  in  a  suit  between  Mr.  Wright  and  Mr.  Tatham, 
and  those  persons  alone,  no  doubt  could  have  been 
raised  that,  after  the  death  of  this  witness,  the  evidence 
which  he  gave  upon  the  former  trial  would  have  been 
admissible  upon  the  second.  For,  in  that  case^  it 
would  have  been  evidence  given  in  a  suit  between  the 

very 


IN  THE  Fourth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV. 


19 


xety  same  parties,  upon  the  same  subject-matter,  at  a 
trial  QO  which  Mr.  Tatham  had  the  right  to  object  to 
the  competency  of  the  witness,  to  cross-examine  him  at 
the  trial,  and  to  contradict  him  by  other  testimony* 
Upon  such  a  state  of  facts,  therefore,  it  is  unnecessary 
to  cite  cases  to  the  point,  that  the  evidence  of  this 
witness,  g^v^  on  the  former  occasion,  would,  after  his 
death,  be  admissible  at  the  second  trial. 

But  the  only  distinction  between  the  case  above  sup* 
posed  and  the  present  is,  that  Mr.  Wright  was  not  the 
only  party,  but  was  joined  with  other  plaintiffs  in  the 
former  action ;  and  that  Mr.  Tathamy  instead  of  being 
the  plaintiff  in  the  present  action,  is  only  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiS 

But  we  think  neither  of  these  circumstances  will 
make  any  difference  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  evi«- 
dence  in  question.  For  the  result  of  the  authorities  is, 
that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  the  real  party  in  an 
ejectment,  that  the  nominal  plaintiff  has  no  interest,  and 
that,  in  an  ejectment  between  Doe  on  the  demise  of 
J.  S.  against  B.,  J.  S.  is  bound  by  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant  Neither  can  there  be  any  real  difference 
from  the  circumstance  that,  in  the  former  action,  the 
present  defendant,  Mr.  Wright,  was  joined  with  other 
persons  as  plaintiffs ;  for  Mr.  Tatham^  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  in  this  action,  had  precisely  the  same  power  of 
objecting  to  the  competency  of  Bkasdale,  the  same  right 
of  cross-examination  and  of  calling  witnesses  to  dis<» 
credit  or  contradict  his  testimony,  on  the  former  trial, 
as  he  would  have  had  if  Mr.  Wright  had  been  the  sole 
plaintiff  in  that  suit,  or  as  he  would  have  had  now  if 
BUasdale  had  been  alive  and  subpoenaed  as  a  witness, 
It  is  manifest,  therefore,  that  the  verdict  on  the  former 
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triali  and  the  examination  of  witnesses  on  each  side, 
did  not  take  place  in  a  suit  between  third  parties,  or 
strangers,  but  virtually  and  substantially  between  the 
tery  same  parties  who  are  parties  to  the  present  suit, 
and  upon  the  very  same  subject-matter  of  dispute; 
Nor  can  there,  as  it  appears  to  us,  be  any  objection  to 
the  admissibility  of  this  evidence,  on  the  ground  of  the 
plaintiff  in  equity  having  thought  proper,  since  the 
trial,  to  dismiss  his  own  bill.  For,  whether  the  bill  is 
dismissed  or  not,  the  evidence  was  given  in  the  course 
of  the  trial  of  an  action  in  a  court  of  common  law 
under  the  obligation  of  an  oath.  The  witnesses  upon 
that  trial  are  equally  liable  to  the  penalties  of  perjury 
if  they  have  wilfully  forsworn  themselves,  whether  the 
bill  in  equity  is  dismissed  or  not;  and  the  evidence 
given  at  the  trial  cannot  be  affected  in  its  weight  or 
character  by  the  voluntary  act  of  the  plaintiff  in  equity 
dismissing  his  own  bill :  the  effect  of  which,  as  to  the 
consequences  above  adverted  to,  can  be  no  other  or 
different  than  if  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  at  law,  had 
elected  to  be  nonsuited  rather  than  have  a  verdict 
against  him. 

But  upon  another,  and  that  a  perfectly  distinct 
ground  from  the  former,  we  think  the  examination  of 
Bleasdale  was  admissible  in  evidence  on  the  present 
trial.  For  a  rule  of  Court  was  made  by  consent  in  the 
present  cause,  which  contains  an  express  agreement 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  in  this  cause, 
that  the  short-hand  writer's  notes,  and  the  Judge's 
notes,  of  the  evidence  on  the  former  trial,  should  be 
read  in  evidence  on  this,  as  to  such  witnesses  who 
should  be  dead  or  beyond  sea.  After  this  agreement 
between  the  parties,  we  think  it  was  not  open  to  the 
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plaintiff  to  dispute  that  the  evidence  given  by  Mr. 
Bkasdale  on  the  former  trial  should  be  read  in  evidence 
on  the  present,  his  death  having  been  first  proved. 

li^  therefore^  such  evidence  be,  tis  we  think  it  is, 
producible,  the  only  question  that  remains  is,  what  is 
the  character  and  degree  of  that  evidence,  and  for  what 
purpose  it  oan  be  produced ;  and  it  seems  to  us,  that 
such  evidence  is  direct  and  immediate  evidence  in  the 
cause,  and  is  producible  in  evidence  in  the  cause  for  the 
same  purpose  and  to  the  same  extent  as  if  the  witness 
himself  had  been  alive  and  sworn,  and  had  given  the 
same  evidence  in  the  witness-box  in  the  present  cause. 

For  unless  the  evidence  is  carried  to  this  extent,  it  is 
impossible  to  define  any  line  or  limit  to  which  it  shall 
be  held  to  extend. 

It  is  objected  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  below,  first, 
that  the  admitting  of  this  evidence  is  in  contravention 
of  the  rule  of  law,  by  which  the  best  evidence  is  re- 
quired to  be  given  in  every  case;  for  it  is  contended 
that  the  viva  voce  evidence  of  Proctor^  the  surviving 
witness,  is  better  evidence  than  the  examination  of 
Bleasdak^  who  is  dead. 

But  we  think  this  argument  assumes  the  very  point 
in  dispute.  If  the  evidence  which  had  been  offered  of 
the  execution  of  the  will,  had  consisted  simply  in 
proving  the  hand-writing  of  EUasdale^  one  of  the 
attesting  witnesses,  which  would  have  been  the  legiti- 
mate mode  of  proving  the  attestation  by  him,  after  his 
death,  it  might  indeed  have  been  objected  with  some 
ground  of  reason,  that  such  evidence  could  not  be  the 
best,  whilst  another  of  the  attesting  witnesses  was  still 
alive,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court.  For,  in 
that  case,  the  proof  of  the  hand-writing  only  would 
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have  done  no  more  than  raise  the  presumption,  that  he 
witnessed  all  that  the  law  requires  for  the  due  execution 
of  a  will;  whereas  the  surviving  witness  would  have 
been  able  to  give  direct  proof,  whether  all  the  requisites 
of  the  statute  had  been  observed  or  not*  Such  direct 
testimony,  therefore,  might  fairly  be  considered  as 
evidence  of  a  better  and  higher  nature  than  mere  pre- 
sumption arising  from  the  proof  of  the  witness's  hand- 
writing. Slabitur  pr^esumptiontf  donee  probeiur  in  con-- 
irarium.  The  effect,  however,  of  BledsdaWs  examin- 
ation is  not  merely  to  raise  a  presumption ;  it  is  evidence 
as  direct  to  the  point  in  issue,  and  as  precise  in  its 
nature  and  quality,  as  that  of  Proctor  when  called  in 
person  \  it  is  direct  evidence  of  the  complete  execution 
of  the  will,  by  the  statement  upon  oath  of  the  ob- 
servance of  every  requisite  made  necessary  by  the 
statute  of  frauds.  If  Proetor  had  been  examined  in 
the  present  action  by  the  plaintiff  below,  there  can  be 
no  'doubt  but  the  examination  of  Bleasdale  on  the  last 
trial  might  have  been  put  in,  to  contradict  him^  But 
on  what  principle  could  such  contradiction  have  been 
admissible,  unless  the  evidence  obtained  by  means  of 
the  examination  was  of  as  high  a  character  and  degree 
as  that  of  the  viva  voce  examination  of  the  surviving 
witness  ?  If  the  parol  examination  of  Proctor  was  the 
better  evidence,  as  contended  for,  how  could  it  be 
opposed  by  the  inferior  evidence  of  BleasdaVs  ex- 
amination ? 

It  was  objected,  secondly,  that  to  allow  this  testimony, 
that  is,  to  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  calling  the 
surviving  attesting  witness,  is,  in  effect,  to  destroy  the 
security  intended  to  be  given  by  the  statute  of  frauds. 
For  it  is  said  that,  as  that  statute  requires  the  attest- 
ation 
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atioB  of  three  witnesses,  so,  to  allow  the  will  to  be 
proved  upon  a  trial  at  law  without  calling  an  attesting 
witness,  so  long  as  one  of  the  three  remains  in  life,  is  to 
give  up  the  full  benefit  of  having  three  witnesses  to  the 
will.  It  may  be  observed,  however,  that  the  statute  of 
frauds  did  not  look  primarily  to  the  mode  of  proving 
the  will  when  contested,  but  to  the  security  of  the 
testator  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  will ;  the 
statute  intending  that  three  witnesses  should  be  in  the 
nature  of  guards  or  securities,  to  protect  him  in  the 
execution  of  his  will  against  force,  or  fraud,  or  undue 
influence.  The^proof  of  the  will  by  the  three  witnesses,! 
supposing  it  should  afterwards  come  in  contest,  is  only  | 
an  incidental  and  secondary  benefit,  derived  from  that  I 
mode  of  attestation.  Indeed  the  principle  of  this  ob*^ 
j«:tion,  if  carried  to  its  full  extent,  would  require  the 
will  to  be  proved  in  evexy  case  by  the  three  witnesses. 
It  is  well  settled,  however,  that,  in  an  action  at  law,  it  is 
sufficient  to  call  one  only  of  the  subscribing  witnesses, 
if  he  can  speak  to  the  observance  of  all  that  is  required 
by  the  statute;  and  the  objection  itself  is  obviously 
open  to  the  same  answer  which  has  been  given  to  the 
first,  viz.  that  the  evidence  resulting  from  the  written 
examination  of  the  deceased  witness,  in  the  former  suit 
between  the  j»me  parties^  is^  of  as  high  a  nature,  and 
as  direct  and  immediate,  as  the  viva  voce  examination 
of  one  of  the  witnesses  remaining  alive,  and  actually 
examined  in  the  cause. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  think  that,  after  the  proof  given 
in  this  case  of  the  examination  of  Bleasdale  and  his 
subsequent  death,  tlie  will  and  codicil  were  receivable 
in  evidence  without  further  proof,  and  consequently 
that  a  venire  de  novo  must  be  awarded. 

Venire  de  novo  awarded. 
C  4 
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The  statute 
48  G.  3.  C.125. 
for  the  dis- 
charge of  per- 
sons io  exe- 
cution upon 
any  judgment 
for  any  debt  or 
damages  not 
exceeding  2(V., 
applies  to  per- 
sons in  exe- 
cution for 
damages  in 
actions  of 
assault. 


Winter  against  Elliott  {a). 

nrHE    defendant    had  been    imprisoned    more   than 
twelve  months   in   execution,  on  a  judgment  for 
damages  and  costs,  in  an  action  for  assault  and  battery, 
the  damages  being  I5. 

Knawles  moved  this  day,  before  Taunton  J.  in  the 
Bail  Court,  that  the  defendant  should  be  discharged 
under  the  statute  48  G.  3.  c.  123.  The  learned  Judge 
granted  a  rule,  (o  which  no  opposition  was  made  at  the 
time.  Granger  having  afterwards  made  an  application 
in  this  Court  to  have  the  matter  re-opened,  on  the 
ground  of  the  plaintiff  having  been  unprepared,  the 
Court  called  upon  him  to  state  on  what  grounds  he 
proposed  to  resist  it. 


Granger.  The  statute  does  not  apply  to  executions 
for  damages  for  an  assault  and  battery.  The  words  of 
the  preamble  are,  ^^  whereas  it  might  tend  greatly  to  the 
relief  of  certain  debtors  in  execution  for  small  debts ; '' 
and  it  states,  that  the  relief  proposed  will  ^^  occasion  no 
material  prejudice  to  trade  and  public  credit'^  These 
expressions  are  inapplicable  to  damages  for  a  tort.  It 
is  true  that,  in  the  enacting  part,  the  words  are,  "  all 
persons  in  execution  upon  any  judgment  for  any  debt  or 
damages  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  20/."  But,  taking 
the  preamble  together  with  the  enacting  part,  the  word 

(a)  Taunton  J.  sat  in  the  Bail  Court  this  term. 

"damages" 
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**  damages"  must  be  construed  to  mean  only  such 
damages  as  are  given  in  satisfaction  of  what  is  properly 
called  a  debt. 

The  Court  {a)    refused  the  application,   saying  that 
they  considered  the  case  to  be  within  the  statute. 

(a)  Lord  Dvnman  C  J.»  LiiUedale,  Parke,  and  Pattaon  Jb. 


Hekrt  Moore  and  Charles  Moore  against  wedtnnday, 
William  Taylor. 


A  SSUMPSIT  on  a  pohcy  of  insurance  on  the  ship  An  iniarance 

-lX  f     f  j   ^^  made  ou « 

Ikcagon^  at  and  from  5/.  Vinceni^  BarbadoeSj  and  ship  at  and 
all  or  any  of  the    West  India  islands   {Jamaica  and  ceni,  Bi^fhadon. 
St.  Domingo  excepted)  to  her  port  or  ports  of  discharge  ^^^  r^^*^ 
and  loading  in  the   United  Kingdom^  during  her  stay  ^^ijjjj^o, 
there,  and  thence  back  to  Barbadoes  and  all  or  any  of  i»rt»of  d"- 

'  ''         charge  and 

the    West  India    colonies    (Jamaica  and  S/.  Domingo  loading  in  the 

^  United  King. 

excepted),  until  the  ship  should  be  arrived  at  her  final  dom,  during 

h^  stay  therCy 

port  Bs  aforesaid;  with  liberty  for  the  ship,  in  that  and  thence 

.  Ill  back  to  Bar^ 

voyage,  to  proceed  to,  and  touch  and  stay  at  any  ports  badoet,  and  all 
or  places  whatsoever,  and  to  load  and  unload  goods  at  ^j^/^(/,v|  ^ 
all  places  she  might  call   at      On  the   trial   before  S^'thlrAonW 
DenmanCJ.,  at  Guildhall,  at  the  sittings  after  last  hate  »rriTed  at 

'  '  ®  her  final  port 

Hilary  term,  the  only  question  was,  whether  the  adven-  ••  aforeMid : 

•^  ^  ^  Held,  that  the 

ture  had  or  had  not  terminated  before  the  loss  of  the  adventure  ter- 

IT  I     t  1  1   •     •/«•  rf»  minated  at  the 

▼essei.     it  appeared  that  the  plaintins  were  owners  of  piece  in  the 

WeU  India 

Colon  iet  where 

(he  subttantially  difcharged  her  cargo  from  the  United  Kingdom. 

The  ibip  diicharged  aU  the  cargo,  eiccpt  tone  coalt  and  bricks,  at  Barbadoeif  and  was 

proceeding  elaewhcre  for  a  freih  cargo.     It  became  a  question,  on  the  evidence,  whether  the 

ooali  and  brickt  were  retained  for  the  mere  purpose  of  ballast.     The  jury  having  found  that 

L*ie  cargo  was  kubataptialiy  diKhargcd,  the  Court  refused  to  disturb  the  verdict. 

the 


Taymb. 
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18S4.        the  ship,  residing  at  Barbadoes,     The  vessel  sailed  from 

Barbadoes  on  the  lOlh  of  May  1821,  and  arrived  at 

j*so»H<  Liverpool  in  June  1821.  At  Liverpool  she  took  on 
board  an  assorted  cargo,  of  which  a  part  consisted  of 
fifty  tons  of  coals  in  bulk,  and  15,000  common  bricks. 
The  coals  and  bricks,  with  other  articles  of  the  cargo, 
were  expressly  ordered  by  letter  from  the  owners  to 
their  correspondent  at  Liverpool ;  and  they  were  men- 
tioned in  the  invoice  and  in  the  bill  of  lading  as  part  of 
the  cargo  shipped  there.  The  value  of  the  bricks  and 
coals  together  was  between  one  seventeenth  and  one 
eighteenth  of  the  value  of  the  whole  cargo :  the  weight 
of  the  two  was  about  eighty  tons,  and  the  burthen  of  the 
vessel  200  tons.  She  sailed  from  Liverpool  on  the  1st 
of  Jfdy  18S1,  and  arrived  at  Barbadoes  on  the  2d  of 
August  1831.  The  whole  cargo,  with  the  exception  of 
the  coals  and  bricks,  was  discharged  at  Barbadoes  i  and 
330  empty  molasses  casks  were  there  taken  on  boarcl  by 
the  same  boats  which  took  the  cargo  ashore.  The 
vessel  was  about  to  sail  from  Barbadoes  to  Berbice^  for 
the  purpose  of  procuring  a  cargo,  on  the  1 1th  of  August^ 
but  was  totally  lost  in  a  hurricane  on  the  night  of  the 
10th.  On  the  Slst  of  July^  two  days  before  the  arrival 
of  the  Decagon  at  Barbadoes^  the  plaintiffs  sent  to  their 
correspondent  at  Berbice  a  letter  containing  the  follow- 
ing passage: — "  We  have  determined  on  sending  over 
the  Decagon  with  as  many  rum  puncheons  as  she  can 
carry  besides  the  coals  and  bricks  that  she  is  ballasted 
with;  and  we  request  that  you  will  engage  as  much 
molasses  as  will  load  her,  say  330  puncheons.''  It  was 
shewn  that  both  coals  and  bricks  were  at  a  higher  price 
at  Berbice  than  at  Barbadoes.  It  was  also  shewn  that 
some  ballast  was  necessary  for  the  voyage  from  Bar-' 

badoes 
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badoes  to  Berhice  :  and  one  witness  stated  that  the  coals 
and  bricks  were  more  than  was  required  for  that  purpose. 
The  counsel  for  the  defendant  contended,  that  the 
adventure  was  determined  at  BarbadoeSf  the  ship  having 
discharged  all  but  the  coals  and  bricks,  which,  he 
suggested,  were  retained  merely  as  ballast  The  learned 
Judge  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  defendant,  if  they 
thought  that  the  cargo  had  been  substantially  discharged 
at  Barbadoes*    The  verdict  was  for  the  defendants 


1854. 


Sir  James  Scarlett  now  moved  for  a  new  triah  Firsts 
assuming  that  the  cargo  was  discharged  at  Barbadoes, 
the  jury  should  have  been  directed  to  consider,  whether 
the  vessel  hud  arrived  at  her  final  resting-place  from 
the  voyage  which  commenced  at  LiverpooL  The  ship 
was  covered  by  the  policy  so  long  as  she  was  proceed*- 
ing  to  any  West  India  colony  not  excepted,  in  pur- 
suance only  of  the  purpose  of  that  voyage.  The  owner 
could  not  decide,  before  her  arrival  at  Barbadoes,  at  what 
place  she  should  terminate  the  voyage,  and  commence  a 
new  adventure;  and  accordingly  the  words  inserted  in 
the  policy  are,  "  arrived  at  her  final  port,**  not  "  her 
final  port  of  discharge."  It  could  not  be  contended 
that,  if  she  bad  sailed  from  Liverpool  without  any  cargo 
at  all,  she  would  not  have  been  protected  by  the  policy 
to  Barbadoes:  it  cannot,  therefore,  be  held  that  the 
duration  of  the  protection,  in  the  present  case,  is  to  be 
measured  by  die  time  the  cargo  remains  on  board; 
for,  as  the  policy  is  on  the  ship  alone,  its  construction 
cannot  be  altered  by  the  circumstance  of  her  having, 
or  not  having,  a  cargo.  In  Inglis  v.  Vaux{a)j  the 
Insurance  was  at  and  from  Liverpool  to  Martinique^ 


(a)  3  Campb.  437. 


and 
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188A.  and  aU  or  any  .of  the  Windward  and  Leeward  Islands, 
with  Itbecty  to  touch  at  any  ports  or  places  what- 
soeirer.;  and  Lord  JEUenborough  held,  that  the  risk  of 
the  'Underwriters  ceased  as  soon  as  the  disposal  of  the 
cargo  fpom  Liverpool  had  ceased  to  be  the  sole  object 
of  the  ship.  But,  in  the  present  case,  the  ship  had 
never  been  .employed  on  any  purpose  besides  the  dis- 
posal of  the  cargo  from  Liverpool ;  and  she  was  there- 
fore protected  till  her  arrival  at  the  port  at  which  it 
was  proposed  that  she  should  take  in  a  fresh  cargo. 
Secondly,  admitting  that  the  jury  were  rightly  directed, 
their  verdict  is  contrary  to  the  evidence.  The  cargo 
was  not  finally  discharged  till  the  coals  and  brides  were 
unshipped.  They  were  originally  shipped  as  part  of 
the  cargo.  [Parke  J.  They  might  have  been  retained 
on  board  for  ballast  merely,  though  a  part  of  the  cargo 
at  first.]  They  would  not  cease  to  be  a  part  of  the 
•caif;o.  A  vessel  might  contain  no  ballast  whatever 
which  was  not  of  the  same  kind  as  the  cargo  itself. 
She  might  be  laden,  for  instance,  with  pig  iron  ex- 
clusively; but  she  could  not  be  said  to  be  without  a 
cargo  because  the  pig  iron  served  for  ballast.  Besides, 
the  proportion  which  the  weight  of  the  coals  and  bricks 
bore  to  the  tonnage  of  the  vessel  was  beyond  the  ordi- 
nary rate  of  ballast. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  should  probably  have  arrived  at  a 
conclusion  different  from  that  of  the  jury;  for  the  pro- 
portion of  the  bricks  and  coals  to  the  rest  of  the  cargo 
does  appear  to  me  to  be  very  large  for  articles  which 
were  to  serve  as  mere  ballast,  and  there  is  no  doubt  of 
their  having  been  originally  taken  out  as  merchandise. 
That,  however,  was  entirely  a  question  for  the  jury, 

who 
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who  were  to  determine  what  wa&  substantially  the  port        1894; 


Moonr 


of  discharge.  I  cannot  say  that  they  have  determined 
improperly.  Then  the  only  question  for  us  is  the  con-  againu 
struction  oF  the  policy.  Now  the  first  expression  used 
in  it,  relatively  to  the  duration  of  die  adventure,  is 
*^  port  or  ports  of  discharge  and  loading  in  the  United 
Kingdom ;"  the  words  *^  final  port''  do  not  occur  till 
a  later  part  of  the  instrument,  and  they  must  be  in*- 
terpreted  by  the  aid  of  the  earlier  words.  I  am  of 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  risk  was  meant  to  end  as 
soon  as  the  substantial  purpose  of  the  voyage,  that  is, 
the  delivery  of  the  cargo,  was  completed ;  and  I  cannot 
agree  that  it  was  to  continue  while  the  empty  ship  was 
on  a  seeking  voyage  for  a  fresh  cargo. 

Par&e  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  It  h  • 
contended  that  the  adventure  continued,  not  only  till 
the  cargo  was  discharged,  but  during  all  the  time  for 
which  the  vessel  should  be  seeking  a  fresh  cargo.  But 
it  seems  to  me  impossible  to  put  so  wide  a  construction 
on  the  policy.  **  Final  port"  must  mean  the  port 
which  is  final  with  reference  to  the  goods  to  be  taken 
on  board  in  the  United  Kingdom.  The  case  is  not 
distinguishable  from  Inglis  v.  Faux  (a).  Then  as  to  the 
question  of  the  discharge  of  the  cargo,  that  was  entirely 
for  the  jury.  They  were  to  decide  whether  that  which 
remained  on  board  was  there  as  cargo  or  as  ballast. 
Some  ballast  would  be  required  while  the  ship  was  seek- 
ing a  cargo,  and  the  letter  of  the  S  1st  of  July  treats  the 
coals  and  bricks  as  ballast.  I  cannot,  however,  say  that 
I  should  have  decided  the  question  as  they  have  done ; 

(a)  5  Camjh  437. 

but 
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1884.        but  they  are,  probably,  better  judges  of  such  matters 
than  I  am, 

Patteson  J.  I  think  the  words,  ^*  final  port  as 
aforesaid,"  must  be  construed  with  reference  to  the 
voyage  insured.  That  voyage  was  to  the  ship's  port  or 
ports  of  discharge  and  loading  in  the  United  Kingdom, 
and  thence  back  to  Barbadoes^  and  all  or  any  of  the 
West  It\dia  colonies.  The  voyage  must  be  concluded 
on  the  discharge  of  the  cargo  in  Barbadoes,  or  any  of 
the  West  India  colonies.  The  other  question  was  alto- 
gether for  the  jury.  I  was  certainly  struck  with  the 
evidence  of  the  intention  to  send  the  coals  and  bricks  to 
Berbice.  On  the  other  hand,  the  letter  of  the  Slst  of 
July  directs  that  the  puncheons  sent  from  Barbadoes 
should  be  filled  at  Berbice ;  and  speaks  of  the  coals  and 
bricks  as  ballasting  the  vessel.  I  cannot  say  that  the 
jury  were  wrong;  they  are  more  competent  judges  on 
£uch  a  question  than  I  am. 

Lord  Djbmman  C.  J.  concurred. 

Rule  refused* 
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Marston  against  Downes  and  Wife,  Executrix  ^^H^i^* 
of  Vaughan, 


4  SSUMPSIT-  Plea,plen^administravit  Replication  Wber««i«». 

xlk.  ciilor  pletds 

of  assets  in  hand.    Issue  joined  thereon.     At  the  plend  admioii- 
tirial  before  Faiteson  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  assizes  at  gbt^ws  paymeou 
SkrewAunfi  the  plaintiff  proved  a  prima  facie  case  of  ^^  Itxz^ot 
assets  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants.     The  defendants,  ^y^"^^*  j|^ 
in  answer,  shewed  payments  made  by  them  to  the  amount  p'«n^»ff  ^  ha?e 
of  tlie  assets  proved.     In  answer  to  this,  the  plaintiff  i»*nd«.  the 

plaintiff  may 

called  a  witness,  who  was  an  attorney,  and  who  swore  to  shew  in  antwer 

that  the  luocii 

having  paid  to  Dcnones  the  husband,  after  the  death  of  ao  applied  did 
the  testator,  a  large  sum  of  money  (not  included  in  the  defendant  as 
assets)  which  had  been  raised  on  a  mortgage  made  to  werTbanded^ 
a  client  of  the  witness.     The  witness  brought  the  mort-  J^  ^^^ 
cage  deed  into  Court,  under  a  subpoena  duces  tecum,  i**©"'**  debts, 

®  ®  '  ^  '    and  were  not 

but  refused  to  produce  it   He  was  then  questioned  as  to  P^t  of  the 

^  assets  at  first 

its  contents,  upon  which  the  defendant's  counsel  ob-  proved  to  hare 

cone  to  his 

jected  that  parol  evidence  could  not  be  given  of  the  hands. 
deed.     The  learned  Judge  ruled,  that  the  parol  evidence  of  a  penonno? 
was  (a)  admissible.      Upon  which   the  witness  himself  HJJSi^  having 
asked,   whether  he  ought  to  state  the  contents  of  the  "/"""^l  •*  J** 

'  '^  •  tnal  to  produce 

deed?      His  Lordship  answered,  that  he  thought  he  «de«ibeiong- 
ought  to  do  so.   The  witness  then  stated,  that  the  deed  client,  be  di- 

reeled  by  the 

was  a  mortgage  of  some  real  property  of  the  testator.  Judge  to  give 
The  mortgage  was  executed  by  the  husband  DcwneSf  of  the  content!, 
who  was  entitled  to  do  so  by  another  deed,  giving  him  \^  fi^rhave 
power  to  raise  money  by  sale  or  mortgage,  and  apply  ]J!^",5^Vc^^*" 

evidence  going 

(a)  Set  1  Siarik  on  Twtf.  p.  87,  88.  note  (c)  (Ed.  1833.)  ewn^J^'the 

.%       supposition  that 
tne  the  Judge  acted 
erroneously. 


DoWMU. 
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18S4«        the  money  so  raised  to  the  payment  of  the  testator's 
,  debts.     This  deed  also  the  witness  refused  to  produce, 

^^otiu^  but  stated  the  contents.  The  plaintiff  then  shewed  that 
the  payments  proved  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  had 
been  made  within  a  day  or  two  of  the  day  on  which  the 
money  raised  by  the  mortgage  was  paid  to  the  husband; 
and  it  was  contended  that  this  was  evidence  to  shew  that 
the  defendants  had  made  the  payments  on  which  they 
insisted,  not  out  of  the  assets  originally  proved  to  have 
come  to  their  hands,  but  out  of  the  money  raised  to 
pay  the  debts.  The  counsel  for  the  defendants  objected 
that  the  contents  of  the  deeds  ought  not  to  go  to  the 
jury  aa  evidence  affecting  the  issue  between  the  parties, 
and  that,  supposing  them  to  be  evidence  for  that  purpose, 
their  ooirtents  ought  not  to  have  been  shewn  by  the 
parol  evidence  of  the  attorney.  The  learned  Judge 
overruled  both  objections ;  and  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to 
say  whether  they  bdieved  the  payments  to  have  been 
made  out  of  the  money  rabed  by  the  mortgage,  or  from 
the  assets  shewn  in  the  first  instance  to  have  come  to 
the  bands  of  the  defendants ;  telling  them  that,  in  the 
former  case,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict.  The 
jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  and  leave  was  given 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  on  the  plea 
of  pkn^  administravit,  if  the  question  ought  not  to  have 
been  so  left  to  the  jury,  or  a  nonsuit,  if  the  contents  of 
the  deeds  were  improperly  admitted. 

LudUm  Seijt  now  moved  accordingly.  First,  the 
defendants  were  entitled  to  have  allowed  to  them  all 
the  payments  made  by  them,  without  taking  into  ac* 
count  the  monies  received  by  the  husband  in  con- 
sequence of  this  mortgage.     Those  monies  were  not 

assets ; 
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assets;  for  they  were  not  received  by  the  husband  in  1634. 
the  character  of  executor.  That  being  so,  he  was  ^ 
entitled  to  repay  himself,  out  of  the  legal  assets,  what*  agamM 
ever  sums  he  had  paid  from  other  funds  to  satisfy 
the  debts  chargeable  on  the  assets.  The  husband  is 
made  a  defendant  in  this  action  for  conformity,  as  being 
the  husband  of  the  executrix,  not  in  his  capacity  of 
trustee.  Whether  he  was  entitled  to  advance  these 
sums,  in  the  first  instance,  from  the  monies  raised  by 
the  mortgage,  is  a  question  which  cannot  be  tried  in  a 
court  of  law.  IParke  J.  The  application  of  the  trust 
monies  has  not  been  taken  cognizance  of  here;  the 
question  has  been,  whether  the  assets  have  been  ex- 
hausted.]] If  the  money  had  been  advanced  by  a 
stranger,  the  defendants  might  have  pfud  him  out  of 
the  assets,  and  therefore  they  may  retain  in  this  case. 
IParke  J.  Then  you  should  shew  that,  if  this  trustee 
had  been  a  third  party,  he  would  have  had  power  to 
come  on  the  executrix  for  repayment.]  The  convey- 
ance is  not  ordered  to  be  made  out  and  out,  so  that  the 
property  is  still  real  property.  {LittUdale  J.  Then 
the  trustee  must  file  his  bill  in  equity.]  Secondly,  the 
parol  evidence  ought  not  to  have  been  required  from 
the  attorney.  It  is  true  that  secondary  evidence  had 
become  admissible,  by  the  refusal  to  produce  the  deed. 
But  the  attorney  should  have  been  protected  from 
giving  that  evidence,  as  well  as  from  producing  the 
title  deeds.  IPatteson  J.  The  objection  was  not  made 
on  the  ground  of  the  witness  having  obtained  his  know- 
ledge by  a  professional  communication  (a)]. 

Cur.  adv.  vtdt. 

(a)  See  Brard  y.  Adermaih  ^  Sip.  N.  P.  C  ISO. 

Vol.  I.  D  Lord 
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Marstok 

ogaintt 

Dowms. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  on  a  subsequent  day  delivered 
the  judgment  of  the  Court.  We  are  of  opinion,  first, 
that  the  evidence  was  admissible  for  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  produced ;  and,  secondly,  that,  whether  or 
not  the  privilege  of  the  mortgagee  extended  to  protect 
him  from  the  attorney's  giving  parol  evidence  of  the 
contents  of  the  deed,  still  the  evidence  having  actually 
gone  before  the  jury,  the  defendants  were  not  a  privi- 
leged party ;  and  they,  therefore,  had  no  right  of  objec- 
tion, even  on  the  supposition  that  the  learned  Judge  had 
done  wrong. 

Rule  refused. 


Turner  against  Pyne,  Gent,  one,  &c. 

A  SSUMPSIT  on  the  following  agreement:  — 

"  In  the  King^s  Bench.   Between  William  Turner^ 
plaintiff,  and  Thomas  Mannings  defendant. 

^*  In  consideration  of  the  above-named  plaintiff 
allowing  the  above-named  defendant  time  for  payment 
of  the  debt  and  costs  in  this  action,  amounting  in  the 


Tkundayt 
JprU  17th, 

A  debtor  gave 
ft  cognovit  for 
tbe  payment  of 
his  debt  by  in- 
Btalments  of 
5/.,  with  a  pro- 
viso that  on 
default  made 
in  paying  any 
insulment, 
judgment 

might  be  signed  whole  to  37/.,  and  also  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff 
and  eiecution 

issue  for  the  accepting  from  the  defendant  a  cognovit  actionem, 
agreement  of  bearing  even  date  herewith,  for  the  payment  of  the  said 
u^rcogno^t,  a    debt  and  costs   by  the   month,  by  instalments  of  5/. 

third  party 
undertook  that, 

within  seven  days  after  any  notice  given  to  him  for  that  purpose,  the  debtor  should  attend  at 
A  certain  place,  so  that,  in  case  of  any  of  the  instalments  not  being  previously  discharged,  a 
ca.  sa.,  to  be  issued  on  the  judgment  to  be  entered  up  on  the  cognovit,  might  be  duly  eie- 
cuted ;  and  in  default  of  the  debtor's  appearing  at  the  time  and  place  stipulated,  the  surety 
undertook  to  pay  tbe  debt  and  cosU.  The  6rst  instalment  being  unpaid,  and  nodce  given, 
the  debtor  appeared  at  the  proper  time  and  place,  but  was  dismissed  on  promising  to  pay 
the  51,  in  a  few  days,  which  he  did : 

Held,  that  the  agreement  of  the  surety  was  satisfied  by  bis  having  once  rendered  the 
debtor  to  be  taken  in  execution  on  the  cognovit ;  and  that  he  was  DOt  bound  to  produce 
him  again  upon  notice,  on  default  as  to  a  subsequent  instalment. 

therein 
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therein  mentioned,  I  the  undersigned  do  hereby  under-  1834. 
lake  and  airree  to  and  with  the  above-named  plaintiff  Z 
that  the  said  defendant  shall  personally  attend  at  the  agabui 
oflSce  of  Messrs.  Dover  and  Lawrence  in  Great  Winchester 
Street^  Broad  Street^  in  the  city  of  London^  within 
seven  days  after  any  notice  requiring  such  attend- 
ance shall  be  given  to  me  or  left  at  my  office. 
And  I  hereby  undertake  and  agree,  that  the  plaintiff 
shall  be  at  liberty  to  name  in  such  notice,  if  he 
pleases,  the  seventh  day,  at  the  hour  of  two  in  the 
afternoon,  for  the  attendance  of  the  said  defend- 
ant at  the  place  aforesaid,  so  that,  in  the  event  of 
any  of  the  said  instalments  of  Si.  mentioned  in  the  said 
cognovit  not  being  previously  discharged,  a  writ  of 
capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  to  be  issued  on  the  judgment 
to  be  entered  upon  the  said  cognovit,  may  be  duly 
executed.  And  in  default  of  the  said  defendant  attend- 
ing at  the  place  and  time  and  in  the  manner  stipulated, 
I  undertake  to  pay  the  said  debt  and  costs,  and  all 
subsequent  costs  to  be  occasioned  by  the  non-payment 
thereof,  or  of  any  of  the  instalments  thereof  as  aforesaid. 
And  I  make  this  undertaking  absolute;  it  being  the 
intention  thereof  that,  in  the  event  of  the  said  defendant 
beings  from  any  cause,  privileged  or  protected  from 
arrest  at  the  time  to  be  mentioned  in  such  notice  as 
aforesaid,  the  amount  of  the  said  debt  and  costs,  and  all 
subsequent  costs,  shall  become  payable  by  me.  As 
witness,  &c."  [Signed  by  the  defendant] 

The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff,  in  consider- 
ation of  the  above  agreement,  gave  time  to  Manning 
and  took  the  cognovit :  and  that  afterwards,  and  while 
the  d^t  and  costs  remained  unpaid,  the  plaintiff  gave 
the  defendant  a  notice,  requiring  that  Manning  should 

D  2  attend 
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1 834.        attend  at  Messrs.  Dover  and  Lawrence^s  office,  on  the 

"  2Sd  otJunCi  at  two  in  the  afternoon ;  but  that  the  defend- 

To  hkkr 

againsi  ant  deceived  the  plaintiff  in  this,  that  Manning  did  not 
attend  there  at  the  time  specified,  nor  within  seven  days 
after  the  notice,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  deprived  of 
the  opportunity  of  proceeding  against  him,  and  was  put 
to  expense,  &c.  The  count  then  stated  a  second  notice, 
to  attend  on  the  24«th  of  July^  and  default  on  that  day : 
and  that  the  debt  and  costs,  and  subsequent  costs  oc- 
casioned by  the  non-payment,  amounted  to  50/.,  of  which 
the  defendant  had  notice,  but  refused  to  pay  the  same 
on  request.  Plea,  non-assumpsit.  At  the  trial  before 
Denman  C.  J.  at  the  sittings  at  Guildhall  after  last 
Hilary  term,  the  plaintiff  proved  the  above  agreement, 
and  the  cognovit,  which  empowered  him  to  enter  up  judg- 
ment for  the  whole  debt  remaining  due,  and  costs,  on 
default  in  paying  any  instalment.  It  further  appeared 
that  the  first  instalment,  due  on  the  ISth  of  June,  was 
not  then  paid,  whereupon  the  plaintiffs  gave  the  defend- 
ant a  seven  days'  notice,  that  the  personal  attendance 
of  Manning  was  required  at  Messrs.  Dover  and  Imw^ 
renews  at  two  o'clock  on  the  2dd,  in  order  that  he  might 
be  taken  in  execution  for  the  debt  and  costs  in  the 
action  Turner  v.  Manning.  In  the  mean  time  judgment 
was  entered  up,  and  a  ca.  sa.  issued.  Manning  (having 
received  notice  from  the  defendant)  attended  at  Dover 
and  Lawrence's  on  the  23d,  before  two  o'clock,  and 
stated  his  readiness  to  surrender  at  the  time  named; 
but  those  gentlemen,  after  some  conversation  with  Man- 
nings said  they  did  not  wish  to  take  him,  but  only  to 
fix  the  security;  and  they  dismissed  him,  on  his  promise 
to  pay  the  instalment  on  the  following  Friday^  which  he 
did,  being,  on  that  occasion,  accompanied  by  a  clerk  of 

the 
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the  defendant     The  next  instalment  became  due  on  the        1834>. 
15th  of  Jtdly^  and  was  not  paid,  upon  which  Dover  and       ^ 
Lawrence  again  served  a  notice  on  the  defendant  to  the        agahui 
same  effect  as  before,  but  no  attendance  was  given  in 
consequence,  nor  was  the  instalment  paid.     This  action 
was  therefore  brought  to  recover  the  whole  debt  re- 
maining due,   and   costs.      The   defendant  contended 
that,  after  he  had  once  complied  with  the  terms  of  his 
agreement  by  having  the  debtor  in  readiness  to  render 
at  the  time  appointed,  he  was  discharged  from  all  sub« 
sequent  liability,  and  on  this  ground  the  plaintiff  was 
nonsuited. 

Sir  James  Scarlett  now  moved  for  a  new  trial.  The 
transaction  as  to  the  first  instalment  did  not  discharge 
the  defendant.  The  indulgence  then  given  to  Mannings 
even  if  it  exonerated  the  surety  as  to  that  instalment, 
did  not  operate  upon  the  subsequent  ones.  The  con- 
tract applied  to  each  as  it  became  due.  It  was  to 
render,  in  the  event  of  any  of  the  instalments  being  in 
arrear.  The  cognovit  enabled  the  plaintifi^  on  default 
in  any  one  of  the  payments,  to  enter  up  judgment  and 
take  out  execution  for  the  whole  remaining  debt.  Upon 
notice  given  to  the  surety  of  default  as  to  the  first 
instalment,  the  debtor  appears  and  satisfies  the  demand. 
The  surety  was  bound  to  have  him  ready  to  render  in 
execution,  or  pay.  On  payment  of  what  was  due,  the 
surety  was  discharged  so  far,  but  not  as  to  future  de- 
faults. He  might,  instead  of  producing  the  debtor, 
have  sent  to  the  plainti£^  and  paid  the  instalment.  * 
But,  in  that  case,  it  cannot  be  contended  that,  on  non- 
payment of  the  next  5/.,  the  agreement  would  not  have 
attached. 

D  3  Little- 
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18S4.  LiTTLEDALE  J.    I  do  not  think  the  meaning  of  this 

agreement  was  that  the  surety  should  be  obliged  to 

agama  render  the  debtor  toties  quoties.  The  cognovit  enables 
the  plain  tiff  to  enter  up  judgment  and  sue  out  execution 
for  the  whole  debt,  on  default  made  in  paying  any  of 
the  instalments.  Then  the  agreement  is  that,  on  notice 
to  the  surety,  the  debtor  shall  personally  appear  at  the 
place  named,  so  that,  in  the  event  of  any  of  the  instal- 
ments not  being  previously  discharged,  a  writ  of  ca.  sa., 
to  be  issued  on  the  judgment  to  be  entered  up  on  the 
said  cognovit,  may  be  duly  executed ;  and,  in  default  of 
such  appearance,  the  surety  shall  pay  the  debt  and  costs 
and  all  subsequent  costs  to  be  occasioned  by  the  non- 
payment thereof,  or  of  any  of  the  instalments,  as 
aforesaid.  The  words  **  any  of  the  instalments''  refer 
to  the  case,  which  might  happen,  of  two  or  three  having 
been  paid  before  default,  and  the  rest  remaining  due. 
The  object  of  the  agreement  was  that,  upon  any  default 
made,  the  plaintiff  should  have  execution,  and  should 
have  it  without  trouble,  by  means  of  the  present  de- 
fendant's undertaking.  But  that  execution,  if  the 
plaintiff  chose  to  avail  himself  of  it,  could  not  be  for 
6L  only :  it  must  have  been  for  the  whole  debt ;  and 
if  the  surety  produced  the  debtor  once,  ready  to  sur- 
render to  such  execution,  I  think  that  satisfied  the 
agreement. 

Parke  J.  The  defendant  stood  in  the  situation  of 
bail,  obliged  to  render  the  debtor,  or  answer  for  the 
*  debt  But,  upon  this  cognovit,  the  plaintiff  could  only 
take  out  one  execution,  either  for  all  the  instalments^ 
or  for  the  balance,  if  some  had  been  paid;  and  the 
surety  performed  his  part  by  having  the  debtor  ready 

to 
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to  surrender  to  such  execution  at  any  one  time  when  18d4» 
he  was  called  upon.  It  was  in  the  plaintiff's  choice 
whether  or  not  he  would  sue  out  execution  on  the  first 
defiuilt :  he  chose  to  take  that  course,  and  to  call  on 
the  present  defendant  to  render  the  debtor;  the  defend- 
ant, as  he  was  bound,  produced  him;  but  the  plaintiff 
then  said,  ^*  I  will  not  take  the  party  in  execution ;  I 
wish  to  fix  the  surety."  The  surety  could  not  be  bound 
to  produce  him  again. 

Pattesok  J.  The  surety's  undertaking  was,  in  sub- 
stance, to  produce  the  man  to  be  taken  in  execution. 
When  he  has  produced  him,  he  is  discharged  from  his 
agreement  If  the  contract  had  been  to  produce  the 
par^  from  time  to  time,  as  de&ult  was  made  upon  each 
separate  instalment,  the  case  would  have  been  different 

Lord  DxKMAN  C.  J.  I  think  that,  upon  the  true 
construction  of  thb  agreement,  if  the  defendant  pro- 
duced the  debtor  once  for  the  purpose  of  being  arrested, 
all  that  lay  upon  him  was  done.  There  will,  therefore, 
be  no  rule. 

Rule  refused. 


D  4 
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1884. 


Driday, 
April  18th. 


Campbell  against  Fleming  and  Another. 


If  ft  party  be 
induced  to  pur- 
cb*se  an  article 
bf  fraudulent 
misrepreaent^ 
atioot  of  the 
teller  respect- 
ing it,  and, 
after  dtscover- 
ing  the  fraud, 
oontinue  to 
deal  with  the 
article  as  his 
own,  he  cannot 
recover  back 
the  money  from 
the  seller. 

Per  Lord 
Denman  C.  J.y 
JJUledale  J., 
and  PatUton  J.| 
the  right  to  re* 
pudiate  the 
contract  is  not 
afterwards  re- 
▼iTcd  by  the 
discovery  of 
another  inci- 
dent in  the 
same  fraud. 


A  SSUMPSIT  for  money  had  and  received.  Plea, 
the  general  issue.  Oq  the  trial  before  Deri'- 
man  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  after  last  Hilarj/  term,  at 
Guildhalli  the  plaintiff  proved  that,  in  consequence  of 
an  advertisement  in  the  newspapers,  he  entered  into 'a 
negotiation  for  the  purchase  of  some  shares  in  a  sup- 
posed joint  stock  mining  company,  and,  upon  represent- 
ations made  to  him  by  the  agents  of  the  defendants, 
became  the  purchaser  of  shares  to  a  large  amount. 
After  the  purchase  was  concluded,  he  discovered  that 
the  statements  in  the  advertisement,  and  many  of 
the  representations  made  to  him  in  the  course  of  the 
negotiation,  were  fraudulent,  and  that  tlie  whole  scheme 
was  a  deception.  The  real  sellers  of  the  shares  were 
the  defendants.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover 
back  the  money  paid  for  the  shares.  On  the  cross- 
examination  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  it  appeared  that, 
subseiiuently  to  the  above  transactions,  the  plaintiff 
formed  a  new  company,  by  consolidating  the  shares  ori- 
ginally purchased  by  him  with  some  other  property ;  and 
he  sold  shares  in  the  new  company,  thereby  realizing 
a  considerable  sum  of  money.  Evidence  was  further 
given  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  shew  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  original  purchase,  an  outlay  of  35,000/.  was 
represented  to  him  to  have  been  made  by  the  supposed 
mining  company  in  the  purchase  of  property,  which 
outlay  in  fact  had  not  amounted  to  5000/.,  and  that  this 

part 
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part  of  the  fraud  was  not  discovered  by  him  till  after  he        18S4. 
bad  disposed  of  the  shares  in  the  new  company.    The 
Lord  Chief  Justice  nonsuited  the  plaintiff 

JP.  Pollock  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
the  nonsuit  should  not  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  had. 
The  plaintifP  is  entitled  to  recover  the  money  paid  for 
the  shares,  the  consideration  for  the  payment  having 
totally  failed.  No  contract  can  arise  upon  a  mere  fraud ; 
and  the  transaction  upon  which  the^  shares  were 
purchased,  b  shewn  by  the  evidence  to  have  been  a 
fraud  ab  initio.  Then  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  plaintiff, 
by  his  subsequent  proceedings,  has  adopted  the  contract ; 
for  there  never  was  any  contract  in  existence.  But, 
supposing  the  plaintiff  had  adopted  a  contract,  be  was 
entitled  to  repudiate  it  on  discovering  a  fraud  of  which 
he  was  before  ignorant.  Any  act  of  the  plaintiff, 
which  is  relied  upon  as  shewing  a  waiver  of  his  objection 
to  the  fraud,  must  be  shewn  to  have  been  performed  by 
him  after  full  knowledge  of  that  fraud. 

LiTixEDALE  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  nonsuit 
was  right.  No  doubt  there  was,  at  the  first,  a  gross 
fraud  on  the  plaintiff.  But  after  he  had  learned  that 
an  imposition  had  been  practised  on  him,  he  ought  to 
have  made  his  stand.  Instead  of  doing  so,  he  goes  on 
dealing  with  the  shares ;  and,  in  fact,  disposes  of  some 
of  them.  Supposing  him  not  to  have  had,  at  that  time» 
so  full«  a  knowledge  of  the  trajxd  as^  he  afterwards 
obtained,  he  had  given  up  his  right  of  objection  by 
dealing  with  the  property  after  he  had  once  discovered 
that  he  had  been  imposed  upon. 

Parke 
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18S4.  Parke  J.    I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.     After 

"'"""'       the  plaintiff,  knowing  of  the  fraud,  had  elected  to  treat 
agamd       the  transaction  as  a  contract,  he  had  lost  his  right  of 

FUCMIKO* 

rescinding  it;  and  the  fraud  coald  do  no  more  than  entitle 
him  to  rescind.  It  is  said,  that  another  fraudulent 
rq)resentation  was  subsequently  discovered.  I  cannot, 
however,  perceive  that  the  evidence  goes  far  enough  to 
shew  that  such  a  representation  was,  in  fact,  made. 


Patteson  J.  No  contract  can  arise  out  of  a  fraud ; 
and  an  action  brought  upon  a  supposed  contract,  which 
is  shewn  to  have  arisen  from  fraud,  may  be  resisted. 
In  this  case  the  plaintiff  has  paid  the  money,  and  now 
demands  it  back,  on  the  ground  of  the  money  having 
been  paid  on  a  void  transaction.  To  entitle  him  to  do 
so  he  should,  at  the  time  of  discovering  the  fraud,  have 
elected  to  repudiate  the  whole  transaction.  Instead  of 
doing  so,  he  deals  with  that  for  which  he  now  says  that 
he  never  lq;ally  contracted.  Long  after  this,  as  he 
alleges,  he  discovers  a  new  incident  in  the  fraud.  This  can 
only  be  considered  as  strengthening  the  evidence  of  the 
original  fraud;  and  it  cannot  revive  the  right  of  repudi<- 
adon  which  has  been  once  waived. 

Lord  Denman  C.J.  I  acted  upon  the  principle 
which  has  been  so  clearly  put  by  the  rest  of  the  Court. 
There  is  no  authority  for  saying  that  a  party  must  know 
all  the  incidents  of  a  fraud  before  he  deprives  himself  of 
the  right  of  rescinding. 

Rule  reftised. 
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Caroline  Knight  against  Gibbs.  ^"^K'.  u 

^  Apnl  18Ch. 

nrHE  declaration  stated  that  the  defendanti  intending  In  case  for 

JL  slanderous 

to  cause  it  to  be  believed  that  the  plaintiff  was  an  words,  by 

,  1       .  .  1  •  -I     reason  of  which 

unchaste  and  vicious   person,   uttered   certain    words  the  plaintiff 
of  her  (which  were  set  out),  to  one  Hannah  Enoch  ^^er*lodging 
Special  damage  that,  by  means  of  the  committing  of  ^<j|,^°f  Jj^" 
the  said  grievances,  the  plaintiff,  who  had  been  and  was  §^^^^j*^ 
in  the  service  and  employ  of  one  Samuel  Enockm  as  a  p^ned  to  E., 

*^    •'  the  mistress  of 

finisher  of  straw  and  leghorn  hats,  which  said  Samuel  the  house,  who 

was  his  tenant, 

Enoci  would,  but  for  the  premises,  have  continued  her  thather  lodgers, 
in  such  his  service  and  employ,  was  obliged  to  quit  pUuntiffwas 
the  same*    Plea,   general  issue.     At  the  trial  before  improperly  at 
PaUeson  J.  at  the  last  Worcester  assizes,  it  appeared  ^dre°fddSl* 
that  the  plaintiff  and  another  young  woman  lodged  in  the  **^°  J3^ 
house  of  Enoch  J  whose  wife  was  a  straw-bonnet  maker,  like  to  have 

such  people  in 

and  employed  them  in  the  way  of  her  business*    The  his  house,  e. 

stated  in  her 

defendant,  who  was  the  landlord  of  the  house,  and  evidence  that 
lived  at  the  next  door  but  one,  came  to  Mrs.  Enocky  die  plaintiff  in 
and  spoke  to  her  of  the  plaintiff  and  her  fellow  lodger  ^^^|^S]|!i^^^ 
as  follows:  —  "I  am  ashamed  of  their  conduct;  they  JSievedthem 
were  singing  and  making  a  noise,  and  tabouring  the  **"'^i^it**** 
windows,"  (i.  e.  tapping  them  with  their  fingers) ;  "  it  J^o"|d  offend 

her  landlord  if 

is  no   use  their  denying  it;   their  conduct  is  shame«  the  plaintiff 

remained : 

ful  and  disgraceful,    more  like  a  bawdy-house  than     Held,  that 
anything  else,  and  no  moral  person  would  like  to  have  maintainable, 
such  people  in  his  house."     Mrs.  Enock^  after  this  com^  arau^'bdng 
munication,  dismissed  the  plaintiff  and  her  companion ;  ^"^^^^^ 
and  she  cave  the  following  evidence  as  to  her  motives.  "*nderous 

®  ®  words  used  by 

"I  dismissed  her"  (the  plaintiff)  «  because  I  thought  it  the  defendant. 

would 
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1834.        would ofiepd  the  defendant  to  keep  her  longer;  it  was  in 


Knight 


consequence  of  what  be  had  said.  It  was  not  because  I 
against  believed  tUe  words,  but  because  I  was  afraid  that  it 
would  offend  the  defendant  to  keep  her;  he  was  my 
landlord,  and  came  to  complain  of  the  conduct  of  my 
lodgers/'  It  was  contended  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to 
be  nonsuited,  inasmuch  as  the  witness  acknowledged 
tha|f  she  did  not  believe  the  defendant's  words ;  and, 
therefore,  the  alleged  special  damage  was  not  properly 
the  result  of  the  imputation  complained  of.  The  learned 
Judge  refused  to  stop  the  case,  but  gave  leave  to  move 
to  enter  a  nonsuit     The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

Talfaurd  Seijt.  now  moved  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  or  for 
a  new  trial.  To  support  such  an  action  as  this,  the 
damage  ought  to  flow,  not  merely  from  the  words  in 
which  an  imputation  is  conveyed,  but  from  the  slanderous 
imputation  as  such.  Here  it  was  proved  that  the  da- 
mage did  not  flow  from  the  slander,  as  such.  The  dis- 
missal of  the  plaintiff  resulted  from  an  implied  wish  of 
the  landlord,  which  would  have  had  the  same  effect, 
although  the  intimation  of  it  had  not  been  accompanied 
by  the  accusations  complained  of.  Vicars  v.  IVilcocks  (a) 
bears  some  resemblance  to  this  case;  but  there,  it  is 
true,  in  addition  to  tlie  words  spoken,  there  was  an  act 
done  by  a  third  person,  from  which  the  special  damage 
might  have  resulted.  It  was  further  contended,  at  the 
trial  of  the  present  cause,  that  the  communication  might 
be  considered  as  a  privileged  one,  if  made  bon&  fide  by 
the  defendant,  as  a  landlord  to  his  tenant;  but  the 
learned  Judge  was  of  opinion,  that  the  words  proved 

(a)  8  East,  1. 

werw- 
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were  not  such  as  could  be  protected  by  the  relation  of 
landlord.  IPalteson  J.  I  have  no  recollection  of  having 
left  it  so  to  the  jury ;  and  the  point  was  not  put  to  me  as 
a  ground  of  nonsuit  (a)] 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  As  to  the  latter  point,  if  there 
was  ground  for  supposing  this  a  bonS  fide  communication 
from  a  landlord  to  his  tenant,  that  was,  no  doubt,  a 
proper  consideration  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury :  but 
it  is  not  shewn,  in  support  of  the  present  application, 
that  the  learned  Judge's  attention  was  called  to  this 
point,  or  that  he  misdirected  the  jury  upon  it.  As  to 
the  other  question :  the  witness  says,  that  she  did  not 
dismiss  the  plaintiff  from  believing  the  defendant's  words, 
but  because  she  was  afraid  it  would  offend  him  to  keep 
her ;  he  was  her  landlord,  and  came  to  complain  of  the 
conduct  of  her  lodgers.  I  think,  on  consideration,  that 
we  ought  not  to  allow  this  statement  to  defeat  the  action. 
It  would  be  speculating  too  finely  on  motives ;  and  such 
a  disposition  in  the  court  would  too  often  put  it  in  the 
power  of  an  unwilling  witness  to  determine  a  cause 
against  the  plaintiff.  The  proper  question  is,  whether 
the  injury  was  sustained  in  consequence  of  slanderous 
words  having  been  used  by  the  defendant.  And  sup- 
posing we  were  at  liberty  to  speculate  on  the  motives  of 
parties  in  the  manner  contended  for,  I  am  still  not  sure 
that  we  should  be  right  in  saying,  in  such  a  case  as  this, 
that  the  injury  sustained  was  not  the  consequence  of 
the  slander ;  because  it  may  often  happen  that  a  person 

(a)  It  did  not  appear  by  the  learned  Judge's  minutes,  or  from  the 
notes  or  recollection  of  counsel,  how  this  point  was  left  to  the  jury  in 
smnmiog  up,  nor  whether  the  learned  Judge  was  requested  to  put  it  to 
them  in  any  particular  manner. 

may 


46  CASES  IN  EASTER  TERM 

1 884.        may  not  believe  what  is  told,  and  yet  not  have  courage 
to  keep  the  individual  who  labours  under  the  imputation. 


GUBI. 


Parke  J.  (a)  If  the  learned  Judge  had  stated  to 
the  jury  that  the  defendant  was  not  protected  by  the 
relation  of  landlord,  in  which  he  stood,  I  should  have 
thought  that  a  ground  of  motion  for  a  new  trial ;  for  I 
am  not  satisfied  that  that  relation  might  not  have  jus- 
tified him,  if  it  had  appeared  that  such  conduct  was 
pursued  on  his  premises  as  would  have  exposed  him  to 
danger  for  keeping  a  disorderly  house.  At  the  same 
time,  the  jury  might  have  been  induced,  by  the  nature 
of  the  words  used,  to  think  that  the  communication  was 
not  made  on  this  account,  but  from  improper  motives* 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  learned  Judge's  attention 
was  called  to  the  point,  and  probably  it  was  felt  that,  if 
that  question  had  gone  to  the  jury,  the  result  would 
have  been  the  same  as  in  &ct  it  ultimately  was.  At  all 
events,  no  misdirection  appears.  Then  the  remaining 
question  is,  whether  the  special  damage  so  resulted  from 
the  words  used  as  to  afford  ground  for  this  action.  It 
is  smd  that  the  witness  would  have  turned  the  plaintiff 
away  on  the  defendant's  wish  to  that  efiect  being  in- 
timated, although  no  slanderous  words  had  been  used. 
But  it  is  dear  that  if  the  words  in  question  had  not 
been  used,  the  plaintiff  would  not  have  been  dismissed; 
and  it  is  sufficient  for  this  action,  to  shew  that  she  was 
turned  out  in  consequence  of  such  words  of  the  defend- 
ant. The  effect  of  the  evidence  may  be  that  the  witness 
would  have  turned  the  plaintiff  away  if  different  words 
had  been  used ;  but  different  words  were  not  used,  and 

(a)  JUuUdaU  J.  hmd  left  the  Court. 

she 
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she  was  sent  away  in  consequence  of  these.    In  Vicars        1884. 


KwiasT 


Y.  Wilcocks  (a),  supposing  the  point  there  to  have  been 

rightly  decided^  there  were  two  distinct  causes  of  the        aKomu 

special  damage;  the  words  used,  and  an  act  done  by  a 

third  person ;  and  the  damage  might  have  resulted  from 

either. 


Patteson  J.  As  to  the  first  point,  I  have  no  recol- 
lection of  the  manner  in  which  the  case  went  to  the 
jury;  but,  supposing  it  to  have  been  put  to  them  in 
the  proper  manner,  namely,  upon  the  question  whether 
or  not  the  words  were  used  by  the  defendant  bonfi  fide 
in  his  character  of  landlord,  I  think  the  jury  would 
have  found  the  same  verdict  as  they  have ;  for  the  words 
were  stronger  than  the  defendant's  character  of  landlord 
could  have  warranted  him  in  using.  With  respect  to 
the  other  point,  I  was  unwilling  to  nonsuit,  because  the 
case  was  difi*erent  from  any  I  was  acquainted  with.  It 
was  not  like  Vicars  v.  Wilcocks  {a\  because  here  the 
whole  cause  of  the  special  damage  proceeds  from  the 
defendant  himself;  nothing  is  done  by  any  other  person. 
The  eflect  of  his  words  is,  that  the  witness  treats  the 
plaintiff*  as  a  person  whose  character  is  impeached  by 
those  words,  and  at  the  same  time  acts  upon  the  wish  of 
the  defendant  intimated  in  them,  by  dismissing  the 
plaintiff  from  her  house. 

Rule  refused. 

(«)  8  Eati,  1. 
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1884. 


Friday,  PeRRT  OgaiflSt  GiBSON. 

JprUlS^,  ^ 

A  penon  pro-      A  ^  the  trial  of  this  cause  before  JIderson  J.,  at  the 

duciDg  docu-       jCjl 

meotsunders  last  assizes  for  Cumberland,  a  person  was  called 

subpoena  duces 

tecum  need        upoD  Under  a  subpoeua  duces   tecum,  to  produce  a 

not  be  sworn,  if  ,       ,     ,    -         .  .  .        ^  i 

the  party  by  DOOK  belonging  to  Certain  trustees  appointed  under 
called  does  not  <^  ^^^  ^^  parliament,  and  which  was  in  his  custody  as 
Imbehfi^  their  clerk.  He  produced  the  book,  and  the  plaintiflTs 
counsel,  by  whom  he  was  called,  having  no  question  to 
put  to  him,  and  being  prepared  with  other  evidence  to 
identify  the  book,  did  not  propose  to  have  him  sworn ; 
but  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  insisted  that  this 
should  be  done,  in  order  that  they  might  have  an 
opportunity  to  cross-examine.  The  learned  Judge 
refused  to  have  the  party  sworn.  The  plaintiff  having 
obtained  a  verdict, 

Dundas  now  moved  for  a  new  trials  on  the  ground 
that  a  person  attending  with  documents  under  a  sub- 
poena duces  tecum  ought  to  be  sworn  before  he  puts 
them  in ;  but  he  admitted  that  the  contrary  had  been 
decided  last  term  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in 
Somers  v.  Moseley  (a),  and  that  if  this  Court  adhered  to 
the  decision  there  given,  he  could  not  support  his 
motion. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  is  best  not  to  disturb  a 
question  which  has  been  (uUy  considered  and  decided. 

(a)  Not  yet  reported. 

Farku 
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Parke  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     I  always        1884<. 
thought  that  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  had  two  distinct 
objects,  and  that  one  miizht  be  enforced  without  the        agauut 
Other,  (a) 

Patteson  J.  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  Crompionp  amicus  curis,  meodoned  a  case  at  Lancaster  in  which 
Plarke  J.  bad  ruled  according  to  the  present  decision.  And  see  Davit  ▼. 
D&te,  1  il.  4^  ir.  614. ;  Siw^ton  ▼.  Smilfh  1  Stark,  on  Ev,  161.,  note  (n). 


Doe  dem.  Benjamin  Hornbt  against  Glenn.    Saturday, 

^^  utprU  19th. 


"T  JECTMENT  for  a  messuage,  &c-     At  the  trial 


Lessee  of  pre- 
niises,  under  a 

before  Taunton  J ^  at  the  York  Lent  assizes  1834,  corenant  of  re- 
entry if  the 
it  appeared  that  the  premises  were  demised  by  the  rent  should 

defendant  to  Preston  Hornby^  his  executors,  adminis-  twenty-eight 

trators,  &c.,  for  fourteen  years  from  the  6th  of  April  ^*cixaiw^ 

1829.      The  lease  contained  a  proviso  for  re-entry  in  hb°broth"  ad- 

case  the  rent  should  be  behind  and  unpaid  twenty-eight  ^JJ^'^J^rt****  iT 

days  after  any  of  the  specified  times  of  payment;  and  ^^^J^?^V*  . 

that,  in  that  case^  the  lease,  and  every  thing  therein  landlord  to  give 

him  possession, 

contained,  should  cease,  determine,  and  be  utterly  void,  and  suffer  the 

lease  to  be  can* 

Preston  Homly  died  on  the  5th  of  November  18S3 ;  and,  celled,  on  his 

on  the  25th  of  the  same  month,  his  brother  Benjamin  \^^  ^^kh 

Hornby^  the  lessor  of  the  plfuntiff,  took  out  administra-  ^Sit  days^rn 

tion  of  his  efiects,  on  the  renunciation  of  the  widow  and  ^terwardf  took 

of  other  parties  enUtled.     The  intestate  died  in  bad  out  letters  of 

*  administration : 

Held,  that 
the  agreement 
of  B.,  as  administrator  de  son  tort,  did  not  conclude  him  as  rightful  administrator,  nor  give 
a  right  of  posscMion  lo  the  landlord  who  had  entered  under  the  agreement,  but  who  bad 
not  made  any  formal  claim  in  respect  of  the  forfeiture,  nor  taken  a  regular  surrender  of  the 


Vol.  I.  E  cir- 
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1834.       circamstances.     On  the  19th  of  Naoember  the  defendant 
went  to  the  house  to  ask  for  half  a  year's  rent,  which 

Sox  dem* 

HoBNir  had  been  due  more  than  twenty-eight  days.  He  there 
Glsmk.  found  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  about  to 
remove  the  efiects  of  the  deceased :  and  a  verbal  agree- 
ment was  made  between  them,  in  the  presence  of  the 
widow,  that  the*defendant  should  abandon  the  rent,  and 
should  thereupon  have  possession  of  the  premises,  and 
the  lease  be  cancelled.  Upon  this  agreement  the  de- 
fendant obtained  possession;  but,  on  the  25th  of 
Naoembery  the  lessor  of  the  plaintifl^  having  then  taken 
out  administration,  tendered  the  rent,  and  demanded  to 
have  the  premises  given  up  to  him.  The  lease  had  not 
been  cancelled  or  surrendered  otherwise  than  as  above 
stated. 

The  learned  Judge  was  of  opinion,  that  the  defendant 
was  not  entitled  to  possession  by  virtue  of  the  clause  of 
re-entry,  inasmuch  he  had  made  no  formal  demand  of 
possession :  and  that  he  could  not  avail  himself  of  the 
specific  agreement  with  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff;  first, 
because  it  was  not  a  valid  surrender  within  the  statute 
of  frauds,  and,  secondly,  because,  if  it  had  been  so,  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  make  it  before 
he  had  taken  out  administration.  A  verdict  was  there- 
fore taken  for  the  plaintiff;  but  leave  given  to  move 
that  a  verdict  might  be  entered  for  the  defendant 

F.  PoUocJc  now  moved  to  enter  a  verdict,  or  that  a 
new  trial  might  be  had.  There  was  a  valid  bargain  for 
giving  up  the  premises,  in  consideration  that  the  de- 
fendant would  waive  the  right  of  re-entry  which  had 
accrued  to  him.  IDenman  C.  J.  The  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  had  no  power  to  make  it.     Parke  J.    He  was 

nobody 
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nobody  at  that  time.]    In  Ctsrtisv.  Vernon  (a)^  Lord       1834. 
Kemfon  (citing  Vaughan  v.  Bromie  (J) )  fully  recognizes     -^   , 
the  doctrine,  that  a  party  who  has  acted  as  executor  de      Horvbt 

agfamt 

um  tort  may  legalize  his  acts  done  in  that  capacity,  by  Olxkx. 
taking  out  letters  of  administration.  So  here,  when  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  administered,  his  bargain  with 
the  defendant  became  valid  and  binding.  If  his  own 
act  was  then  legalized,  so  was  that  of  another  whom  he 
had  induced  to  concur  with  him  in  it.  {Parke  J.  You 
seek  to  conclude  him  as  rightful  administrator,  by  an 
act  done  before  he  had  any  right.] 

Lord  D£NMAN  C  J.  It  would  be  very  strong  to  hold 
that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  bound  after  he  be- 
came rightful  administrator,  by  an  act  of  this  kind  done 
by  him  while  he  was  an  executor  de  son  tort.  There  is 
no  ground  for  a  rule. 

LiTTLKDALE  J.  coucurrcd. 

Parke  J.  The  forfeiture  upon  the  covenant  of  re- 
entry did  not  give  the  defendant  a  right  to  enter  without 
demand  made:  and  that  being  so,  his  title  solely  de- 
pends on  a  supposed  arrangement  with  parties  who  had 
no  right  to  make  it. 

Patteson  J.  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 

{a)  3  T.  R.  587.  (6)  2Strtt.  1106. 
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18S4. 


Jpril  19tb. 


Christopher  Richardson  and  Another,  Ex- 
ecutors of  Peter  Thomas  Richardson, 
against  Gifford. 


A  SSUMPSIT  for  non-repair  of  premises  held  by 
the  defendant  as   tenant  to  the  plaintiffs.     The 


Dediration 
stated,  that  in 
oonsidermtion 
that  the  de- 

fendaot  had       first  two  counts  Stated  an  agreement  by  the  defendant 

becone  tenant 

to  the  plaintiffi  to  repair,   &c.    in   consideration   of   a   demise.     The 

upoTdbetenni  ^^'d  count  alleged,    ^^  That,    in    consideration    that 

^'^jg^Jvl^i^  the  defendant,  at  his  request,   had  become  and  was 

tenancj,keep  tenant  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  executors  as  aforesaid,  of 

the  premim  m  *^  '  ' 

tenantable         certain  Other  premises  with  the  appurtenances,  of  the 


plaintifis  as  executors  as  aforesaid,  upon  and  subject  to 
the  terms  that  the  defendant  should,  as  such  tenant, 
during  his  last- mentioned  tenancy,  kept  the  last-men- 
tioned tenements  in  tenantable  repair,  order,  and 
condition,  the  defendant  then  and  there  promised  the 


repair,  the 
defendant 
agreed  to 
keep  the  Mune 
in  tenantable 
repair  during 
the  laid  te- 
nancy.    It  wai 
proved  that  be 
took  the  pre- 

inwei,  ^J^^  plaintiffs,  as  such  executors,  to  keep  the  last-mentioned 
for  three  jean    tenements  in  tenantable  repair,  order,  and  condition, 

and  a  quarter,  * 

and  engaged  to   during  his  last-meutioned    tenancy.      And    although 

keep  them  in 

good  repair  such  tenancy  continued  from  thence  hitherto,  to  wit, 
thej^ouldbe  &c.,  yet  the  defendant  did  not  nor  would  during 
tion*'bv?^£e  ^"^h  tenancy  keep  the  last-mentioned  tenements  in 
J*J2J^JJJj^"j  tenantable  repair,  order,  or  condition,"  &c.  Plea,  the 
ri  "idTuTi  8®°®^*^  ^ssue.  At  the  trial  before  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the 
paraet:  sittings  in  London  after  last  Hilary  term,  the  foUow- 

Held,  that       .         °  J^  » 

the  defendant     ing  instrument  was  offered  in  evidence.     It  was  dated 

wat  bound  by 

the  corenant  to  the  18th  of  Fcbrttaty  1829,  was  stamped  as  an  agree- 
the  agreement     fnent^  Signed  by  the  defendant,  and  addressed  to  Mrs. 


was  void,  as  to 

the  duration  of  the  term,  by  the  statute  of  frauds :  and  that  the  count  y 


\  applicable.. 
Richardson^ 
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Bichardson^   the  testator's  widow,  who,   according  to        1 834. 
the  case  for  the  plaintifis.  acted  in  this  behalf  for  the     ^  ' 

^  Richardson 

executors.  agama 

GirroRD. 

^  Madam — I  engage  to  take  the  premises  (say  dwell- 
ing-house, grounds,  garden,  &c.,  together  with  the  field), 
late  in  your  possession  at  Layian,  from  the  present  half- 
quarter  for  the  term  of  three  years,  at  the  rent  of  140/. 
per  annum,  payable  quarterly  on  the  four  most  usual 
days,  including  in  the^first  payment  the  amount  due 
from  the  present  time  to  Ladp-dai/  next.  I  further 
engage  to  keep  the  said  premises  in  good  repair  during 
the  whole  of  the  time  they  shall  be  in  my  occupation, 
and  to  insure  thehouse,  &c.  for  the  same  sum  of  money 
as  is  expressed  in  the  lease  from  Mr.  Copeland^^^  (the 
head  landlord)  ^  as  well  as  to  pay  all  taxes,  rates,  &c. 
for  which  you  would  have  been  liable  if  still  occupying 
the  said  house.'' 

The  defendant's  counsel  contended,  that  this  docu- 
ment was  inadmissible  as  a  lease,  because  not  properly 
stamped ;  and  that  it  could  not  operate  as  an  agreement 
for  a  term  of  more  tlian  three  years,  because  it  was  not 
signed  by  both  parties,  according  to  29  Car.  2.  c.  3.  5. 1 ,  ^ 
The  Lord  Chief  Justice  received  the  evidence,  subject 
to  a  motion  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  It  was  proved  that  the 
defendant  held  the  premises  for  something  more  than 
three  years;  and  evidence  was  given  as  to  the  non- 
repair* The  Lord  Chief  Justice  left  it  to  the  jury,  in 
the  first  place,  whether  the  alleged  contract  was  made 
with  the  executors  or  the  widow  (as  to  which  there  was 
much  dispute  on  the  trial) ;  secondly,  whether  the  de- 
fendant had  broken  his  contract,  which,  his  Lordship 
was  of  opinion,  bound  the  defendant  to  keep  the  pre* 
mises  in  good  and  tenantable  repair;  and,  thirdly,  what 
£  S  was 
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1834.        was  the  amount  of  damage.     The  jury  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiffs  for  1002. 


RlCBARDSOir 

agamM 
GirroRD, 


Botnpas  Seijt  now  moved  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  accord** 
ing  to  the  leave  reserved.  The  document  put  in  was 
void  both  as  a  lease  and  as  an  agreement  for  a  term  ex^^ 
ceeding  three  years,  and  therefore  the  contract  declared 
upon  cannot  be  supported.  IParkeJ.  The  first  two 
counts  state  a  demise,  but  the  third  only  alleges  that)  in 
consideration  of  the  defendant  having  become  tenant  to 
the  plaintiffs  on  certain  terms,  he  undertook  to  keep  the 
premises  in  tenantable  repair*  By  the  agreement  he  be* 
came  tenant  from  year  to  year,  subject  to  such  of  the 
conditions  as  were  applicable  to  that  species  of  tenancy.] 
A  mere  tenancy  from  year  to  year  is  not  a  consideration 
for  undertaking  such  a  liability;  Doe  dem,  Rigge  V.  Bell  (a) 
does  not  go  to  this  extent.  The  contract  there  was 
held  binding  as  to  the  time  of  quitting,  and  the  Court 
said  that  it  was  so  as  to  the  rent ;  but  not  that  the  tenant 
was  bound  by  it  to  repairs,  for  which  a  tenure  from  year 
to  year  only  might  afford  no  compensation.  [Lord 
Denman  C*  J.  The  defendant  here  meant  to  bargain 
for  a  term  exceeding  three  years ;  it  turns  out  that  this 
part  of  the  contract  is  invalid,  but  that  does  not  excuse 
him  from  performing  his  own  engagements  under  other 
parts  of  the  agreement.]  The  same  might  be  said  if 
he  had  entered  under  such  an  agreement  as  this,  with 
a  contract  to  build,  and  yet  he  might  have  been  turned 
out  at  the  end  of  two  years.  But  if  the  contract  fails 
on  otie  side,  it  should  also  on  the  other.  IParie  J. 
Probably,  if  he  had  been  let  in  under  an  agreement  of 

(a)  5  r.  R.  471. 

that 


OlPTOBD. 
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that  kind,  and  incurred  expense  in  pursuance  of  it,  a       1884. 
court  of  equity  would  have  interfered:   a  contract  to       —■"■"" 

RlCBAUMOir 

build  a  house  would  be  inapplicable  to  this  uncertain       agamu 
kind  of  agreement.]     So  is  a  contract  to  repair :  and  a 
court  of  equity  could  not  enforce  an  agreement,  in  the 
tenant's  favour,  against  the  statute  of  frauds. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  It  was  properly  left  to  the  jury, 
whether  or  not  this  contract  was  made  with  the  widow, 
as  agent  of  the  executors ;  and  they  having  found  that 
it  was,  the  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  he  was 
bound  by  the  contract  to  keep  the  premises  in  tenantable 
repair.  If  this  had  been  a  valid  agreen^ent  for  a  term  of 
three  years  or  more,  it  is  clear  such  a  term  would  be  a 
sufficient  consideration  for  the  promise  on  his  part,  upon 
which  the  count  in  question  is  founded.  But,  it  is  said, 
he  took  no  legal  estate  for  that  term,  and  could  there* 
fore  be  liable  only  to  such  repairs  as  a  tenant  from  year 
to  year  may  be  charged  with.  It  appears  to  me, 
however,  that  in  a  case  of  this  kind  (and  it  is  not  like 
one  in  which  there  has  been  a  concealment  practised  as 
to  the  plaintifTs  title],,if  a  party  chooses  to  rely  on  being 
merely  let  into  possession,  to  waive  a  lease,  and  at  the 
same  time  to  engage  that  he  will  keep  the  premises  in 
tenantable  repair  during  the  whole  time  they  shall  be  in 
bis  occupation,  he  is  bound  by  that  agreement. 

Parke  J.  In  the  first  two  counts  the  case  is  shaped 
as  upon  a  demise  for  a  term ;  and  I  agree  that  those 
counts  are  not  supported,  there  being  no  contract 
signed  by  both  parties,  and  no  lease  duly  stamped.  But 
the  third  count  is  free  from  this  objection,  and  is  sus- 
tained by  the  evidence.     It  appears  that  the  defendant 

£  4  made 
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IBd^.        made  a  contract  with   Mrs.  Bichardsorij  by  which  he 

engaged  to  keep  the  premises  in  good  repair  during  all 

agamtt        the  time  they  should  be  in  his  occupation :  he  did  not, 

GlfFOVD* 

by  that  contract,  legally  agree  for  a  term  of  three  years ; 
buty  in  point  of  law,  he  was  tenant  at  will  for  the  first 
year,  subject  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement  on  his  own 
part ;  and  afterwards  tenant  from  year  to  year,  subject 
still  to  that  agreement,  which  bound  him  to  keep  the 
premises  in  good  repair  so  long  as  he  should  occupy. 
Possibly,  if  an  attempt  had  been  made  to  remove  him 
after  he  had  incurred  expoise  under  the  agreement,  he 
migh^  have  been  entitled  to  call  upon  a  court  of  equity ; 
but,  at  all  events,  he  had  contracted  by  an  express  under- 
taking to  keep  the  premises  in  repair,  and  by  that  he 
was  bound.  It  was  competent  to  the  executors  to  shew, 
that  the  contract  made  by  Mrs.  Richardson  was  entered 
into  for  their  benefit ;  that  point  was  properly  left  to  the 
jury,  and  they,  have  found  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Fatteson  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  third  count 
was  supported.  The  defendant  became  tenant  from  year 
to  year  on  condition  of  keeping  these  premises  in  good 
repair.  It  is  said,  such  an  engagement  must  be  looked 
upon  as  made  in  consideration  of  the  length  of  time  the 
defendant  was  to  occupy ;  and  that,  if  that  consideration 
fails,  the  defendant's  agreement  must  fail  alsa  But  it 
is  too  much  to  say  hei'e  that  the  consideration  has  failed. 
I  do  not  put  this  on  the  ground  that  a  court  of  equity 
would  give  a  remedy  in  the  case  suggested :  but  that 
there  is  no  proof  that  the  defendant  might  not  have  had 
the  term  of  more  than  three  years  secured  to  him  if  he 
had  applied  for  it. 


Lord 
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Lord  Denm AN  C.  J.     As  to  the  state  of  repair,  I  only        1834. 
put  it  to  the  jiiJ7»  whether  the  premises  had  been  kept 
in  good  and  tenantable  repair.      I  think  there  is  no        agahui 
reason  to  disturb  their  verdict* 

Rule  refused. 


Shortrede  against  Cheek.  j^titx. 

ASSUMPSIT.     The  declaration  stated,    that  one  Anumptiton 

■^"^    __  ^*     »     1    /.  I  1  •  <•    1  •         ^*  following 

Henry  Cheeky  before  the  making  of  the  promise,  goaraotee:— 
&c   by  the   defendant,    made   and   delivered   to  the  sogoodMto 


pUuntiff  bis  promissory  note  for  SBl  at  three  months,  ^'***''  *^« 
payable  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  said  H.  C  at  the  time  ^j^  ^  ^^  ^^ 


prooi] 
note 


luaory 
;  and  I 


of  the  promise,  &c.  of  the  defendant,  was  indebted  to  ChruimM^mhmk 

you  fthall  re- 

the  plaintiff  in  that  amount:  and  that  H.  C.  was  then  ceiTefromme 

the  aoiotint  of 

and  there  further  indebted  to  him  in  the  sum  of  10/.»  it.  together 
for  which  he  had  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  a  written  nndumofmy 
memorandum,  dated  January  28th,  1832,  whereby  he,  i^°the  whole^ 
H.  C,  acknowledged  to  have  received  of  the  plain-  ^^,-^0^  for 
tiff  on  that  day  the  said  sum  of  lOZ.,  which  he  pro-  f^'^J^^J^., 
mised  to   return    that    day   month:    and    thereupon,  wn,  and  payable" 

•^  ^  ^        to  the  plainoff; 

in  consideration  of  the  premises,  and  that  the  plain-  wasprotedat 

the  trial;  but 

tiff  at  the  request  of  the  defendant  would  withdraw  not  the  me- 

the  said  pnmiissory  note,  he  the  defendant  undertook  The  guarantee 

and  promised  the  plaintiff  to  see  him  at  Christmas  then  ][l(da«ib.' 

next,  when  the  plaintiff  should  receive  from  the  de-  J^rby  the""*** 

fendant  the  amount  of  the  said  note,  together  with  the  ^fe«^ant  that 

^       o  he  had  to  pay 

amount  of  the  said  memorandum,  making  in  the  whole  ^^  plaintiff 

°  45/.  due  from 

the  sum  of  45/.    It  was  then  stated  that  the  plaintiff  hii  ton  t 
confiding,  &e.»  withdrew  the  note,  and  forbore  and  gave  that  the'pi«n- 

tiff  was  not 
boond  to  produce  the  memorandum  ;  secondly,  that  the  consideration,  vii.  the  withdrawing 
of  the  note,  was  sufficiently  stated  to  satisfy  the  statute  of  frauds,  though  the  amount  and 
mslcr's  name  were  not  specified,  there  being  no  eridcnce  of  any  other  note  to  which  tlie 
agreement  could  apply. 

time 
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18S4.        time  to  H.  C,  but  that  H.  C.  did  not  pay ;  and  the  de* 
„  cbration  went  on  in  the  usual  way  to  state  a  breach  of 

againii  the  guarantee  by  the  defendant.  There  was  a  second 
special  count  to  the  same  e£kct»  only  omitting  any  men- 
don  of  the  written  memorandumi  and  merely  stating 
that  the  said  H.  C.  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  on  a 
promissory  note  for  351.^  and  also  in  the  sum  of  lOL 
Plea^  non  assumpsit.  At  the  trial  before  Denman  C.  J., 
at  the  sittings  in  Middlesex  after  last  Hilary  term,  the 
plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  the  promissory  note  for  SBl*, 
dated  January  28  th,  1832,  and  signed  by  H.  C.  the  de- 
fendant's son,  and  the  following  letter  from  the  defend* 
ant  to  the  plaintiff,  dated  May  11th,  1832. 

•*  Sir,  —  You  will  be  so  good  as  to  withdraw  the  pro- 
missory note,  and  I  will  see  you  at  Christmas,  when  you 
shall  receive  from  me  tlie  amount  of  it,  together  with 
the  memorandum  of  my  son's,  making  in  the  whole  45/. 
"  Your  very  obedient  servant,'*  &c. 
Another  letter  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  was 
also  put  in,  dated  January  10th,  1833,  in  which  he 
acknowledged  himself  under  obligation  to  discbarge  the 
45/k  due  from  his  son,  with  interest,  without  delay. 
The  memorandum  referred  to  in  the  declaration,  and  in 
the  first  letter,  was  not  produced.  The  jury,  in  answer 
to  a  question  put  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  found  that 
the  letter  of  May  11th  referred  to  the  promissory  note 
above  mentioned,  and  they  gave  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff for  47/.  lOs.,  subject  to  two  objections,  upon  which 
the  defendant  had  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

G,  T.  White  now  moved  accordingly.     First,  the  me-, 
morandum  referred  to  ought  to  have  been  produced. 
The  letter  of  May  11th  mentioned  the  sum  of  45/.^  but 

it 
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Shortebos 
agauut 
Chmk. 


it  did  not  shew  the  amount  of  the  note,  or  the  specific  18S4 
sum  referred  to  by  the  memorandum,  or  the  subject- 
matter  to  which  it  related.-  Even  in  the  case  of  judg* 
ment  by  default  on  a  promissory  note,  the  note  is  always 
produced ;  the  object  being  to  see  whether  there  is  any 
indorsement  of  part  having  been  paid,  Sevis  v*  Lind» 
teU{a)j  Green  v^  Heame{b).  [^ParkeJ.  That  applies 
to  bills  of  exchange  and  notes,  because  the  practice 
is  to  indorse  part  payments  on  bills  and  notes;  but 
the  observation  does  not  apply  to  other  written  agree- 
ments.] Then,  secondly,  the  letter  of  May  1 1th,  which 
is  relied  upon  as  a  guarantee,  does  not  state  any 
consideration  with  certainty,  and  is  therefore  not  bind- 
ing, Wain  V.  fVarUers{c)t  Saunders  v.  Wdcefield{d\ 
Jenkins  v.  lUynolds  (e).  The  consideration  should  be 
expressed  with  sufficient  certainty  to  exclude  the  ne- 
cessity of  parol  evidence.  The  defendant  in  this  letter 
says,  '*  You  will  be  so  good  as  to  withdraw  the  pro- 
missory note,"  but  he  does  not  say  what  note.  [LfV/&- 
dale  J.  Do  you  say  the  amount  of  the  note  must  be 
stated  ?  If  so,  should  the  date  also  be  specified  ?  Parke  J. 
It  appears  by  the  letter  to  be  a  promissory  note  held 
by  the  plaintiff.  If  that  is  not  sufficient,  how  far  would 
you  carry  the  objection  ?]  It  does  not  even  appear  that 
the  note  was  a  note  given  by  the  son.  iParke  J.  A 
guarantee  is  to  receive  its  application  from  the  state  of 
facts,  as  shewn  in  evidence.  Here  there  was  no  proof 
of  any  promissory  note  but  one.]  There  might  be  no 
doubt  in  point  of  fact;  but  the  question  is,  whether 
enough  was  expressed  in  writing  to  satisfy  the  statute  of 

(a)  2  Strm  1149.  (&)  3  T.  R.  ?0I. 

(c)  5  Easi,  ia  ((/)  4  ^.  ^  Jld,  595. 

(t)  3  Br.iS.  14.    6  S.  U.  86.  8.  C 

frauds* 
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18S4.  frauds.  The  objection  arises  before  the  evidence  in  ex- 
„  planation  can  be  received.    On  production  of  the  do- 

Hfinu  cument,  it  does  not  appear  in  writing  what  the  consider- 
ation  for  the  promise  is.  IParke  J.  Suppose,  instead 
of  ^<  the  promissory  note^**  it  had  been  ^^  the  hogshead 
of  tobacco  in  your  possession/'  must  it  have  been  der 
scribed  by  marks  and  numbers  ?  Lord  Dennum  C.  J. 
Or  <*  the  corn  you  sold  my  son;"  must  it  have  been 
^  shewn  what  corn  it  was  ?    Parke  J.  Even  if  the  note 

had  been  fully  described,  you  might  say  that  it  was 
possible  there  might  have  been  another  note,  and  that 
the  contrary  should  have  been  shewn.] 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  There  would  be  no  end  to  such 
a  course  of  objection.  It  might  be  said  that  the  plaintiff 
perhaps  had  another  son,  and  that  the  letter  did  not 
shew  what  son  was  meant. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  think  there  was  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration stated,  within  the  statute.  It  is  true,  the  letter 
leaves  it  uncertain  what  the  note  was,  and  whether  it 
was  a  note  of  the  father  or  of  the  son ;  and  if  it  had 
appeared  that  there  were  two  notes,  one  given  by  each, 
I  do  not  think  parol  evidence  could  have  been  received 
to  shew  which  was  meant.  So  if  there  had  been  two 
notes  in  question  for  the  same  sum,  but  of  different 
dates.  But  when  upon  the  evidence  only  one  note  ap- 
pears to  be  in  question,  no  such  explanation  is  necessary, 
and  the  statement  in  writing  is  quite  sufficient. 

Parke  J.     I  am  also  of  opinion,  that  there  is  in  this 
case  a  sufficient  statement  of  the  consideration.     The 
defendant,  by  his  letter,  requests  the  plaintiff  to  with- 
draw 
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draw  some  promissory  note  which  is  in  his  possession, 
and  promises,  on  his  doing  so,  to  pay  the  amount,  to* 
gether  with  that  of  a  memorandam  given  by  his  son,  at 
Chriamau  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  giving  up  of 
any  note  upon  which  the  plaintiff  might  have  sued, 
would  be  a  sufficient  consideration.  Then,  the  consider* 
ation  being  executory,  the  plaintiff  is  to  shew  that  he 
has  fulfilled  it,  and,  for  that  purpose,  must  of  necessity 
prove  by  parol  evidence  that  the  note  withdrawn  by  him 
was  the  thing  meant  by  the  agreement  If  it  had  ap- 
peared in  proof,  that  there  were  two  notes  to  which  the 
promise  might  have  affiled,  there  might  have  been  a 
difficulty  as  to  explaining  this  by  parol  testimony.  But 
when  the  evidence  given  is  of  one  note  only,  it  becomes 
perfectly  clear  that  the  plaintiff  has  complied  with  his 
part  of  the  agreement  (a). 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  PaiUton  J.  was  at  GuUdkalL 


1884. 


Hanbury  and  Others  against  Ella  and 
Another. 


Mondaift 
jtprU  21tt. 


A  SSUMPSIT.     The  declaration  stated,  in  the  first  Declaration 

JLX.  statad  that  the 

count,  that  heretofore,  &c.,  in  consideration  that  defendaata,  in 

consideration 

the  plaintifls,  at  the  request  of  the  defendants,  would  that  the  plain- 
supply  one  Alfred  Ella  with  beer  and  ale,  the  defendants  ^^^j  g^  ^i^ 
undertook  and  promised  the  plaintiffs  to  pay  them  the  ^'pJJJI^Sd* 
amount  of  the  same,  supplied  from  time  to  time  by  the  ^^^j£*^ 
said  plaintiffs  to  the  said  Alfred  Ella  as  aforesaid,  the  imountof  the 

*^  "^  beer  so  sup- 

plied.    An- 
other count  sutcd  an  undertaking,  on  the  same  consideration,  to  be  accountable  and  to  paf , 
&C.    The  proof  was,  that  the  defendanu  (by  letter)  undertook  to  ^naron^M  to  the  plaintiffii 
the  apiottnt  supplied : 

Held,  that  under  3  &  4  fT.  4.  c.  42.  s.  23.,  the  Judge  at  Nisi  Prius  might  amend  the  ra- 
cotd,  bj  substitating  Uie  word  V  guarantee"  Tor  <'  pay  ^'  in  the  first  counu 

liability 
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1884.       liability  of  the  defendants  to  pay  the  plaintifis  in  that 
behalf  being  limited  to  the  sum  of  50/.     Avennent^ 
that  the  plaintiffs  supplied  Alfred  Ella  with  beer  and  ale 
to  a  large  amount,  to  wit,  &c.,  but  although  the  time 
for  payment  elapsed,  the  said  Jl/red  Ella  did  not  pay, 
of  which  the  defendants  had  notice,  but  they  have  not^ 
although  requested,  paid  the  said  sum  of  money.     The 
second  count  was  like  the  first,  except  that  the  promise 
stated  was  to  be  accountable  to  the  plaintiffi^  and  to 
pay  them  the  amount  of  the  beer  and  ale  so  supplied 
from  time  to  time.     At  the  trial  before  Denman  C.  J.f 
at  the  sittings  in  London  after  last  Hilary  term,  a  letter 
from  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiffs  was  produced,  as 
containing  the  promises  declared  upon ;  but  the  words 
were  as  follows  :  —  "  In  consideration  of  your  supply- 
ing Mn  Alfred  Ella  with  beer  and  ale,   &c.,  we  do 
hereby  guarantee  to  you  the  amount  of  the  same  sup- 
plied from  time  to  time;  nevertheless  it  is  understood, 
that  our  liability  to  you  is  limited  to  50/."    It  was  con- 
tended that  this  proof  did  not  support  either  count. 
The  Lord  Chief  Justice  was  inclined  to  think  there  was 
a  variance;  but  upon  the  application  of  the  plaintiffs' 
counsel,  he  allowed   the  first  count  to  be  amended, 
pursuant  to  S  &  4  fV.  ^.  c.  42.  5.  23.  (a),  by  stating  that 
the  defendants  promised  the  plaintiffs,  to  ^*  guarantee  " 

(instead 

(a)  3  &  4  W,  4.  e.  42.  «.  33.  **  And  whereas  great  expense  is  often  in- 
carred,  and  delay  or  failure  of  justice  takes  place  at  trials,  by  reason  of 
variances  as  to  some  particular  or  particulars  between  the  proof  and  the 
record,  or  setting  forth  on  the  record  or  document  on  which  the  trial  is  had, 
of  contracts,  customs,  prescriptions,  names,  and  other  matters  or  circum- 
stances not  material  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  by  the  mit^siaiement  of 
which  the  opposite  jmrty  cannot  hate  been  prgudiced,  and  the  same  cannot 
in  any  case  be  amended  at  the  trial,  eicept  where  the  variance  is  between 
any  matter  in  writing  or  in  print  produced  in  evidence,  and  the  record : 
and  whereas  it  is  expedient  to  allow  such  amendments  as  hereinafter 
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(instead  of  to  ^^pay")  them  the  amount,  &c.  In  other 
respects  the  declaration  stood  as  before.  The  plaintiffi 
bad  a  verdict. 

Crawder  now  moved  for  a  new  trial.  This  was  not  a 
proper  case  Sac  amendment  within  the  statute,  and  the 
plaintiff  should  have  been  nonsuited.  Lord  Tenterderfs 
act  (9  G.  4.  c.  15)  was  for  the  amendment  of  the  i*ecord 
where  a  variance  appeared  between  writings  produced 
in  evidence,  and  the  recital  or  setting  forth  thereof  upon 
the  record;  but  that  was  only  meant  to  cure  clerical 
errors,  not  mistakes  of  a  more  essential  description. 
The  £5d  section  of  3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  42.  refers  to  that  act; 
and  is  meant,  to  cure  similar  errors,  not  to  give  the 
power  of  amendment  in  a  larger  sense  than  was  con- 
templated by  the  former  act.     Here  a  new  contract  is 


mentioned  to  be  xnide  on  the  trial  of  the  cause ;  be  it  therefore  enacted* 
That  it  abalL  be  lawful  for  any  Court  of  Record  holding  plea  in  eiTil 
actiona»  and  any  Judge  litting  at  Nisi  Frius,  if  such  Court  or  Judge  shall 
see  fit  so  to  do,  to  cause  the  record,  writ,  or  document  on  which  any  trial 
may  be  pending  before  any  such  Court  or  Judge,  in  any  ciril  action,  or 
in  any  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto,  or  proceedings  on  a 
mandamus,  when  any  yariance  shaU  appear  between  the  proof  and  the 
recital  or  setting  forth  on  the  record,  writ,  or  document  on  which  the  trial 
is  proceeding,  of  any  contract,  custom,  prescription,  name,  or  other  matter, 
in  any  partiaiUr  or  particulars  in  the  judgment  of  such  Court  or  Judge 
not  material  to  t^te  merits  of  the  case,  and  by  vahich  the  oppodte  party 
eomiot  have  hten  prejudiced  in  the  conduct  of  hU  action^  prosecution, 
or  defence,  to  be  forthwith  amended  by  some  officer  of  the  Court  or 

otherwise. 

"  Prorided  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  party  who  is  dissatisfied  with 
the  decision  of  such  Judge  at  Nisi  Prius,  sheriff,  or  other  officer,  respecting 
his  allowance  of  any  such  amendment,  to  apply  to  the  Court  from  which 
snch  record  or  writ  issued,  for  a  new  trial  upon  that  ground;  and  in  case 
any  such  Court  shall  think  such  amendment  improper,  a  new  trial  shaU  be 
granted  accordingly,  on  such  terms  as  the  Court  shall  think  fit,  or  the 
Court  shall  make  such  other  order  as  to  them  may  seem  meet.'* 

introduced. 
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1834. 
Hanbo  AT 

OgatHMt 

Ella. 
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introdaoed.  The  declaration  shews  an  original  liability 
created;  the  amendment  substitutes  a  collateral  one. 
Only  one  word  is  changed;  but  it  totally  alters  the 
count  IParke  J.  If  the  declaration,  as  it  stood,  was 
such  as  the  defendant  could  not  have  been  misled  by, 
the  twenty-third  section  applies.  Now,  here,  the  second 
count,  at  least,  gave  notice  of  the  cause  of  action. 
Ldttledale  J.  No  one  can  read  even  the  first  count 
without  seeing  that  it  is  on  a  guarantee.]  Then  no 
amendment  was  necessary.  [LitUedale  J.  At  all  events 
it  does  not  prejudice  the  defendant]  A  great  laxity  in 
pleading  would  be  introduced,  if  the  statute  received  so 
large  a  construction. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
defendant  could  have  been  prejudiced  in  his  defence  in 
consequence  of  the  amendment     I  think  he  could  not 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  think  the  amendment  was  allow- 
able. The  second  count  would  shew,  if  the  first  did 
not,  that  the  plaintiff  meant  to  insist  upon  a  guarantee. 


Parke  J.  I  think,  referring  to  the  merits  of  the 
case,  and  to  the  question  whether  or  not  the  defendant 
could  be  prejudiced,  that  this  was  such  an  amendment 
as  ought  to  have  been  allowed.  And  I  may  observe  that, 
if  such  amendments  were  not  permitted,  there  would 
be  an  end  of  the  benefit  of  those  new  rules  for  plead- 
ing, laid  down  by  the  Judges,  which  proceed  upon 
the  assumption  that,  (a)  '*  by  the  said  act  of  the  3  & 
4  W.  4.  c.  42.  5.  23.,  the  powers  of  amendment  at  the 

(a)  H.  T.  4  W»  4.,  General  Rules  and  Regulatmup  sect.  S.,SB.i  Ad. 
p.  ii. 

trial 
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trial  in  cases  of  yarianee,  in  particulars  not  material  to        I8d4«. 

die  fluents  of  the  case^  are  greatly  enlarged"  nliil^T 

Rule  refused  (a).       «Ajomj< 

^  '  Ella. 

(a)  S«e  Lam^  v.  Biihop,4B.  i  Ad.  479. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 
(Error  from  the  King's  Bench.) 

Charles  Wills,  Gent.,  one,  &c.  against  John  Tuesday, 
Nurse,  and  Mary  Elizabeth  his  Wife,  John    ^^ 
Harris,    Thomas    Harris,    and    William 
Harris. 

''PHE  defendants  in  error  declared  in  assumpsit  against  An  agreement 

•  ...Mk.  •i.tf^  n    T7-«      •     between^.,  and 

the    plaintiff  m   error  in    the    Court   of  King's  b.  tbe  wife  of 
Bench  (&)•    The  first  count  stated  an  agreement  be-  theoneparu 
tween  the  defendants  in  error  and  the  plaintiff  in  error,  ^^^r,  incited 
which  agreement  recited  that  James  Lang  had  been  andciuMi' 
arrested  at  the  suit  of  the  defendants  in  error,  and  that  *^^^^cog* 
the  plaintiff  in  error  had  become  bail  below  for  Lang;  y^!^^|pr 
that  the  bail  above  not  having  justified,  the  bail  bond  of  J^^j^^j^ 
the  plaintiff  had  become  forfeited :  that  Lang  had  con-  **»«  ^•»^,*^ 

^  ®  was  forfeited^ 

fessed  the  action,  and  consented  that  judgment  should  that  r.  bad 

lequcaiod  jimp 
B.,  aitd  C.  to 
Itl  L.  be  at  large,  and  to  forbear  entering  up  judgmenty  or  proceeding  againit  the  bail  or  tbe 
•heriff  till  a  certain  day,  on  W*»  guaranteeing  the  security  of  X.*b  person  if  the  money  were 
not  paid  before  that  day ;  and  t^  agreement  further  set  forth  that  it  was  understood  and 
agreed^  and  IT.  undertook  and  promised,  that  be,  W,,  would  render  L.  on  the  day  or  pay 
the  noDcj,  in  oonaidaration  that  A.p  B,,  and  C.  would  so  forbear.  If.  having  broken  tbe 
i^Tfcment,  jf.,  B.,  and  C.  declared  jointly  against  W.,  reciting  tbe  agreement  and  a?eiTJng 
pcrlionnaiiee  on  tiia  part  of  jt,,  B.^  and  C. :  Held>  that  B*  was  entitled  to  join. 

(6)  See  tbe  argument  in  arrest  of  judgment  in  the  Court  below,  and 
jiMJpMatof  the  Court,  Ihsnetmd  Wye  ▼.  WUlh  ^S.  i  Ad.  799 

Vol.  I.  F  be 
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lS94f*       ba  entered  and  execution  iasae  for  ISIL  IBs.  2d.  for 

' debt  and  costs;  that  the  plaintiff  had  requested  the  de- 

^eamu  fendants  to  allow  Lang  to  be  at  large^  and  to  forbear 
entering  up  judgment  or  taking  out  execution  on  the 
cognovit,  or  taking  proceedings  against  the  bail  or 
sheriff,  till  the  20th  day  of  February  then  next,  upon 
the  plaintiff  guaranteeing  to  the  defendants  the  security 
of  the  person  of  Lang  at  the  termination  of  that  period, 
provided  the  above-mentioned  sum  was  not  before 
then  paid.  The  recited  agreement  then  stated  that  it  was 
understood  and  agreed,  and  the  plaintiff  undertook  and 
promised,  that,  in  consideration  that  the  defendants 
should  not  nor  would  enter  up  judgment  or  sue  out 
execution  as  aforesaid,  nor  proceed  further  in  the  said 
suit  nor  take  any  further  steps  therein  either  against 
the  said  James  Lang^  the  said  sheriff,  or  the  said  bail, 
or  either  of  them,  upon  or  until  the  said  20th  day  of 
February  then  next,  the  plaintiff  should  and  would  on 
the  said  20th  day  of  February^  between  the  hours  of  ten 
and  four,  duly  render,  or  cause  to  be  rendered,  the  said 
James  Lang  into  the  custody  of  the  Marshal  of  the 
Marshalsea,  &c.  so  that  the  defendants  might  then  and 
there  and  thenceforth  have  the  full  security  of  the  body 
of  the  said  James  Lang  for  their  said  debt  and  costs,  or, 
in  de&ult  thereof, .  that  the  plaintiff  should  and  would 
then  pay  to  the  defendants  the  said  sum  of  137/.  15^.  2d. 
The  declaration  further  stated  that,  before  the  day  on 
which  Lang  was  to  be  rendered,  it  was  further  agreed 
between  the  said  parties  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff, 
that  the  time  for  rendering  Lang  should  be  extended  to 
the  first  day  of  Easter  term  then  next,  it  being  then 
and  there  fully  understood,  and  the  plaindfi^  in  con- 
sideration 
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videnidoii  of  the  premises  and  of  sach  extension,  M  18S4. 
then  and  there  promise  and  agree,  that  such  extension 
was  and  should  be  without  prejudice  to  the  guarantee  of 
the  pkintifl^  to  wit,  the  agreement  aforesaid,  dmt  k  to 
say,  that  the  plaintiff  should  and  would  duly  render 
Lang  on  the  first  day  of  Easter  term,  or  in  de&ult 
tha'eof  would  pay  to  the  defendants  the  said  sum  of 
ISlL  \S$.  2d.  The  deckraUon  then  stated  a  further  ex* 
tension  of  time  agreed  to  before  the  first  day  of  Easter 
term,  to  the  first  day  of  the  Triniiy  term  then  next,  with 
a  promise,  expressed  in  the  same  manner,  to  render  on 
that  day  or  pay  the  money :  there  was  an  allegation  of 
performance  and  forbearing  by  the  defendants;  and  of  a 
breach  by  the  plaintiff  not  rendering  Iao^  on  any  of 
the  days,  nor  paying  the  money.  The  second  count 
stated  the  agreement,  and  the  promise  therein  omtained, 
and  the  breach,  as  in  the  first  count,  omitting  the  ex- 
tension of  time.  There  was  a  third  count  for  money 
lent,  and  for  money  paid,  and  for  money  due  on  an 
account  stated.  Plea,  the  general  issue.  Verdict  for 
the  defendants  in  error  on  the  first  and  second  counts, 
and  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  on  the  third  count  This 
case  was  now  ai^ued  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  Lord  lAfnd^ 
kurU  C.  B.,  Parkj  Gaselee^  and  Alderson  Js.,  and 
Vat^kan^  BcUand^  and  WiUiams  Bs. 

G.  T.  White  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  agree- 
ments in  the  first  and  second  counts  do  not  furnish  a 
cause  of  action  maintainable  by  the  husband  and  wife 
jointly.  The  agreement  k  by  the  pkindff  to  render 
Xiong',  or  to  pay  the  money,  originally  in  consideration 
of  the  defendant  shewing  forbearance  to  Langj  and 

F  2  ultimately 
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ISSii.       ultimately  (as  set  forth  in  the  first  count)  in  consideration 
^^  of  their  shewing  forbearance  to  the  plaintiff  himself. 

This  agreement  is  collateral  to  the  original  debt,  inas- 
much as  it  is  merely  a  new  contract  to  secure  a  previous 
debt  In  Yard  v.  Eland  (a\  the  husband  of  an  execu- 
trix sued  alone  on  a  promise  made  to  the  plaintiff  to 
pay  rent  accrued  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  in  consider- 
ation that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant, 
would  forbear  to  sue  the  defendant  till  Michaelmas  i  and 
motion  was  made  in  arrest  of  judgment,  because  the 
wife  was  not  joined.  But  it  was  held  good.  And 
Holi  C.  J.  said  that  the  wife  could  not  be  joined,  because 
she'was  neither  privy  to  the  contract,  nor  the  person  to 
whom  the  money  ought  to  be  paid.  He  added,  that 
the  husband  might  have  released  the  debt,  and  there- 
fore forbearance  by  him  was  a  good  consideration  to 
maintain  assumpsit.  IPark  J.  In  Carihem^s  report  of 
that  case(i),  and  he  argued  it  himself,  it  is  said,  that 
there  would  have  been  a  nonsuit  if  the  wife  had  been 
joined,  because  no  promise  was  made  to  her.]  The 
case  shews  that  an  agreement  of  this  kind  is  col- 
lateral to  the  original  debt.  It  must  be  admitted  that 
the  wife  must  now  be  taken  to  have  had  an  interest  in 
the  original  debt  for  which  the  cognovit  was  given  to 
the  joint  plaintiffs  on  the  record  below.  But  the  new 
contract  would  not  have  survived  to  the  wife;  she 
therefore  ought  not  to  have  been  joined :  Bidgood  v. 
Way  and  Wife  (c).  It  is  true  that  the  cases  in  the  books 
appear  to  be  contradictory.  But  the  instances  in  which 
the  wife  is  permitted  to  join  may  be  reduced  to  two 

(a)  1  Ld.  Bayn.  568.  (6)  CaHh,  462.  (c)  2  W.  Bl.  1856. 

dasses: 
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classes:  the  first,  in  which  there  is  a  demise  of  the        1834. 
wife's  interest  in  land,  and  where  that  interest  is  held       — 

WiLU 

to  give  her  a  cause  of  action ;  the  second,  where  the  Zf*^ 
wife  is  allowed  to  join  because  the  consideration  is  a 
meritorious  cause  of  action  in  her,  as  in  Brash/brd  y. 
Buckingham  {a).  She  may  join  in  an  action  on  a  bond 
made  to  her  during  coverture  (b) ;  or  on  a  promissory 
note  made  to  her  during  coverture :  PhiUidcirk  and  Wife 
V.  Pluckwdl{c).  In  that  case  Lord  EUenborough  C.  J. 
and  Bajfley  J.  both  appear  to  have  supported  the  action, 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  state  a  con- 
sideration to  the  wife^  the  note  importing  a  consideration 
for  the  promise  to  pay  according  to  its  tenor.  Here 
it  is  necessary  to  state  the  consideration,  which  is 
the  agreement  by  the  plainti&  in  the  first  action  to 
forbear.  {Tindal  C.J.  You  admit  that  the  wife 
could  have  sued  in  the  original  action;  therefore  the 
meritorious  cause  is  in  the  wife.^  Suppose  the  agreement 
to  forbear  had  been  broken,  and  that  execution  had 
issued  against  the  bail  below  in  the  original  action,  the 
plaintiff  in  error  could  not  have  brought  his  action  for 
the  breach  of  agreement  against  the  wife,  for  she  was  not 
a  contracting  party,  and  could  not  forbear.  [Lord 
Iffndkurst  C.  B.  You  may  assume  that  it  is  not  the 
wife's  agreement ;  that  is  admitted  in  the  judgment  given 
in  the  Court  below.]  In  the  judgment  below  it  was 
asked,  **  Supposing  all  mention  of  the  agreement  had 
been  omitted,  and  the  count  had  stated  that  the  de- 
fendant had  promised  to  pay  to  the  plaintiffs,  in  con- 

(a)  tVo.  JSw.  205. 

(A)  8m  Vm.  Jh.  Bonn  and  Feme,  T.  16.     Or  the  huabtnd  nay  me 
alone;  Jffiwwtf  ▼.  ilam«,  3  !>». 403.  &to.  ^.  P.  88&  note  (18). 
(c)  2M.i;S.Z95. 

F  3  sideration 
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1834.       sideratioii  that  they  should  not  nor  would   take  out 
"       execution  until  that  time,  and  that  no  execution  was 

Wills 

ogainti  accordingly  taken  out,  would  not  such  a  count  have 
been  good  ?**  Such  a  count  could  not  be  supported. 
The  forbearance  is  by  the  husband,  as  was  laid  down 
by  Lord  EUenbarough  C.  J.  in  Bumset/  y.  George  (a) ; 
the  consideration,  therefore,  arising  wholly  during  co- 
verture, would,  in  the  case  supposed,  move  from  the 
husband  alone,  and  would  not  support  a  promise  to  pay 
to  husband  and  wife.  It  is  further  said  in  the  judgment 
below,  ^*  Supposing  that  the  mention  of  the  wife's  agree- 
ment had  been  omitted,  and  that  of  the  other  parties 
stated,  and  that  the  consideration  for  the  promise  had 
been  all^;ed,  as  before,  to  be  the  forbearance  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  sue  out  execution,  would  such  a  count  be 
objectionable?  In  either  case^  the  forbearance  by  all  is 
a  sufficient  considerati5n  for  the  promise."  The  ob- 
jections to  a  count,  framed  as  on  the  former  supposition, 
apply,  a  fortiori,  to  such  a  count  as  that  last  supposed : 
and  it  is  not  a  forbearance  by  all,  because  the  wife  has 
not  the  power  to  forbear.  She  therefore  does  no  ac^ 
and  makes  no  promise,  and  is  consequently  no  par^  to 
the  contract  upon  which  the  action  is  brought.  But 
the  supposition,  that  the  agreement  may  be  struck  out^ 
IS  not  itself  admissible ;  as  the  record  now  stands,  the 
agreement  is  the  main  part  of  the  contract.  On  the 
contrary,  the  record  may  be  read  as  if  the  words, 
*^  undertook  and  promised,"  &c.  were  struck  out,  for 
such  words  are  not  necessary  in  pleading  where  the 
consideration  raises  the  promise  (6).     Then  all  that  re- 

(a)  iM.is.  isa 

(6)  See  MourUford  and  Another  ▼.  HoHon,  U  ^,  2L  6SU 

mains 
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muins  is  the  undertaking  of  the  defendants  to  forbear  on  1884. 
the 'plaintiff's  guarantee^  and  at  his  request;  to  which  '^ 
undertaking  the  wife  is  legally  no  par^.  Again,  as  this  ^^antt 
is  a  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of  a  third  person,  the  oon^ 
tract  oonld  not  have  been  made  available  without  n 
signed  agreement,  by  the  fourth  sectioti  of  the  statute 
of  frauds,  29  Car.  2.  c.  S.  The  wife  could  Hot  be  a 
fbrmal  party  to  such  an  agreement  [2¥iu2aZ  C.  J,  It 
might  be  made  without  the  wife,  in  point  of  form.  Sup- 
pose the  husband  had  died  before  the  time  of  for- 
bearance had  expired,  would  the  wife  have  been  bound 
to  forbear  7]  She  would  not:  she  had  no  power  to  con* 
tract  to  forbear.  iTindal  C.J.  The  Court  would  have 
prevented  execution  from  being  sued  out,  on  the  ground 
that  the  husband,  while  he  was  dominus  litis,  had  con- 
tracted to  forbear.] 

F.  Kdbf  for  the  defendants  in  error.  This  record 
must  certainly  be  understood  as  if  it  had  been  stated 
that  the  husband  promised  to  forbear,  without  mention- 
ing the  wife.  But  the  fellacy  of  the  argument,  by  which 
it  is  attempted  to  shew  that  the  consideration  moves 
from  the  husband  only,  lies  in  assuming  that  the  promise 
to  forbear  is  the  whole  consideration.  The  consider*- 
ation  consists  essentially  of  three  parts :  first,  the  cog- 
novit; secondly,  the  promise  to  forbeat;  thirdly,  the 
forbearance  by  all  the  defendants.  No  one  of  these 
parts  forms  by  itself  the  consideration  for  the  contract 
of  the  plaintiff  It  is  not  true  that  the  forbearance  was 
by  the  husband  only;  the  promise  was  by  him  only, 
but  the  wife  was  a  party  to  the  actual  forbearance ;  for 
that  forbearance  is    exercised  by  the  parties  to  the 

P  4  original 
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18S4.       original  proceeding*    It  may  be  true,  that  the  promise 
"**'"       could  not  have  bound  the  wife  after  her  husband's  death ; 

Witu 

^gamti  but  it  is  not  necessary  that  every  constituent  part  of  a 
consideraUon  should  move  from  the  party  suing.  Sup- 
pose the  husband,  without  the  privity  of  any  of  the 
other  parties,  had  also  promised  to  do  some  additional 
act,  the  other  parties  would  not  the  less  have  been  en- 
titled to  join  in  an  action  on  the  contract  So,  here^ 
the  circumstance,  that  the  wife  is  not  a  party  to  the 
promise^  would  not  prevent  her  from  being  a  party  to 
the  rest  of  the  consideration.  In  Yard  v.  Eland  {a)^ 
Holt  C.  J.  says,  *^  if  the  money  had  been  to  be  paid  to 
the  wife,  then  there  might  have  been  some  reason  to 
join  her  with  the  husband/'  [Lord  LyndAurst  C.  B. 
The  plaintiff  says  to  the  husband,  you  and  your  wife 
have  obtained  a  judgment  against  my  friend ;  now,  if 
you,  the  husband,  will  not  enforce  this,  I  promise  to 
pay  to  you  and  your  wife.  There  is  both  a  consider- 
ation moving  from,  and  a  promise  made  to,  husband 
and  wife.]  Such  a  promise  was  held  to  be  a  good 
ground  of  action  by  husband  and  wife^  in  Prat  and 
Wife  V.  Taylor  (b).  ITindal  C.J.  The  consideration 
laid  in  the  present  record  is  not  a  by-gone  forbearance ; 
there  is  a  promise  to  forbear,  and  you  go  on  to  allege 
that,  after  the  plaintiff  in  error  had  contracted,  you  did 
forbear  in  fact :  is  that  a  meritorious  consideration  for 
the  plaintiff's  contract,  moving  from  the  wife  ?]  After 
verdict,  the  Court  will  look  at  the  whole  record.  In 
Wetter  and  Others  v.  Baker  (c),  the  husbands  and  wives 
joined  in  an  action  on  the  case,  for  an  infringement  on 

(a)  1  Ld.  Raym.  368  (6)  Cn.  EKx,  61.  (c)  2  ff^  414. 

the 
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the  exclufliye  right  of  the  wives  to  exercise  the  busiaess  ISd^. 
of  dippers  at  Ttmbri^e  Wells.  IPark  J.  cited  Dunstan 
and  Wife  v.  BumeU  and  Others  (a)].  The  cases  all  rest 
upon  the  fiu:t  of  the  roeritorious  cause  being  in  the  wife. 
In  Huggins  r.  Durham  and  Wife  (6),  husband  and  wife 
were  held  to  be  well  joined  in  an  action  of  debt  on  the 
escape  of  a  prisoner  who  had  been  committed  for  non- 
payment of  a  sum  found  by  the  Master  in  Chancery  to 
be  due  to  the  husband  and  wife,  and  ordered  to  be  paid 
to  the  husband.  In  Bidgoodv.  Waif  and  Wife{c)^  the 
action  was  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  lands  which  did 
not  appear  to  belong  to  the  wife ;  and  there  was  also  a 
count  for  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the 
husband  and  wife.  The  dictum  of  Lord  ZZfendorot^AC.  J. 
in  Bumsey  v.  George  {d)y  shews  only  that  the  husband 
nuttf  sue  alone,  by  virtue  of  his  right  to  reduce  a  chose 
in  action  of  the  wife  into  possession. 

G.  T.  While  in  reply.  The  consideration  is  the  exe- 
cutory contract  to  forbear.  If  that  be  made  by  the 
husband  alone  be  must  sue  alone.  [Lord  I^/nd^ 
Kurd  C.  B.  The  husband  and  wife  are  jomtly  interested 
in  the  judgment  and  the  sum  to  be  recovered  by  it; 
then  there  is  an  actual  forbearance  by  both  in  pur- 
suance of  a  promise  by  one.  The  law  will  consider  it 
as  an  inconvenience  suffered  by  both.]  The  wife  can 
sustun  no  inconvenience ;  for  it  rests  with  the  husband 
alone  to  put  the  judgment  in  force.  [Lord  Lffnd' 
hursi  C.  B.  Is  not  the  proper^  joint  ?]  A  wife  is  joined 
in  an  action,  in  order  that^  if  she  survive  her  husband, 

(a)   1  WUs,  224.  (b)  2  Sir.  726. 

(c)  2  W.  Bh  123d.  {d)  1  Af.  4  &  180. 

she 
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18S4.  she  may  take  advantage  of  the  record  as  a  party:  she 
eaii)  therefor^  snfler  no  inoonvenienoe  daring  the  hus- 
band's life.  In  Hf^ins  v.  Durham  and  W^  (a),  the 
wife  wonld  have  jdned  in  taking  advantage  <!^the  order 
in  Chancery,  and  was  therefore  injured  by  the  escape. 
So  in  Wdkr  v.  Baker  (6),  and  Dimstan  and  Wife  r. 
Bumdl  {e)^  there  was  an  immediate  injury  to  the  wife^s 
interest  The  case  of  Prat  and  Wife  v.  Tn^lor  (d) 
cannot  be  supported,  for  the  action  there  was  for  money 
advanced  by  the  wife  during  coyerture,  and  to  be  re- 
pdd  to  her. 

TiKDAL  C.  J.  This  is  certainly  a  case  of  consider- 
able nioe^;  but,  on  die  whole^  we  are  of  opinion  that  it 
ranges  itself  widiin  that  class  of  cases  in  which  husband 
and  wife  may  join.  The  wife  is,  as  to  part  of  the  con- 
sideration, the  meritorious  cause  of  addon.  We  find 
that  there  was  a  cognovit  given  by  the  defendant  below, 
in  an  action  to  which  die  wife  was  a  party,  as  one  of  the 
joint  plaintiffs.  Then  we  come  to  the  quesdon  on  the 
promise  to  forbear.  Take  that  to  be,  as  it  is  in  the 
legal  view,  a  prombe  by  the  husband  only;  it  is,  how- 
ever, made  with  reference  to  a  subject-matter  in  which 
th^  wife  is  interested.  That  promise  is  followed  up  by 
a  forbearance  by  all  the  plaintiffi  below ;  and  the  de- 
fendant's promise  was  made  to  the  husband  and  wife : 
at  any  rate  the  defendant  below  consents  to  have  it  so 
Considered,  for  his  agreement,  in  point  of  form,  is  With 
both  husband  and  wife.  Again,  we  must  consider  that 
the  wife  has  bedi  prgudiced ;  for  she  is  entitled  to  the 

(a)  2  Ar.  786.  (6)  3  WU$.  414. 

(e)  1  WS$.  924.  (d)  Cro.  Mm.  61. 

money 
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moiqr  whichi  but  lor  the  forbeanmee,  wottid  be  pr»-        18S4. 
duoed  by  tbe  original  jodgment     This  case  resembles 
that  of  a  bond  given  to  the  wife  daring  coverture*    The 
inlerest  of  the  wife  forms  a  sabstratumy  upon  which  her 
right  to  join  in  an  action  may  be  founded^ 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concnrred. 

Judgment  of  the  Ckxirt  of  Kingf  s  Bmch  affirmed. 


Wabdropeb  against  Richardson*  ^M^Sd. 

TiLATT  moved  for  a  rule  calling  on  the  plaintiff's  Adiariffor 

JL  •      %•    judge  of  an  in- 

attorney  to  produce  the  record  and  postea  m  this  ferior  amrt»  to 


cause  before  the  mayor  of  Chichester^  being  the  judge  <^  it  tent  I7  writ 
a  court  of  record  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried  5&4jr.4. 
(by  writ  of  trial  pursuant  to  3  &  4  fT.  4.  c.  42.  s.  17*)»  no  pow«r  of 


in  order  that  he  might  certify  thereon,  to  deprive  the  ^S^m^ilt 
plaintiff  of  costs,  accordmg  to  43  Elix.  c.  6.  s.  2.  (a),  the  ^^^^Jf^. 
damages  having  been  below  405.    To  shew  the  general  ^  ^* 
authority  of  the  Court  to  make  such  an  order  in  this 
stage  of  the  causey  Piatt  cited  Foxall  v.  Banks  {b) 

(a)  Which  enacts,  that  "  If  upon  any  action  penonal  to  be  brought  in 
any  of  her,  Migcsty*!  courta  at  WeMmbuterf  not  being  for  any  title  or 
intcNit  of  landf,  nor  concerning  tbe  freehold  or  ioiieritanoe  of  any  ]and% 
nor  tat  any  battery,  it  ihaU  appear  to  the  Judges  for  the  same  oouit, 
and  so  signified  or  set  down  by  the  Justices  before  whom  the  same  shaU  be 
tried,  that  the  debt  or  damagea  to  be  recorerad  tbcreia  in  the  sow  cooit 
shall  not  amount  to  the  sum  of  forty  shillings  or  abore^  that  in  erery  such 
case  tiie  Judges  and  Justices  before  whom  any  such  action  shall  be  pursued, 
shall  not  nwnrd  for  coali  to  die  party  plaintilr  any  gnatcr  or  more  ooale 
than  the  sum  of  tiie  debt  or  damages  so  reoorered  shall  amount  unto^  but 
leas  at  their  discrettons.** 

(6)  6B.tAld.eS6. 

and 
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and  he  contended  that  the  issuing  of  a  writ  of  trial 
made  no  difference,  for  the  cause  was  still  in  the  superior 
court,  though  the  power  of  trying  had  been  delegated 
to  the  o£Bcer  of  an  inferior  one.  The  words  of  the 
statute  of  EUzflbeth  apply  to  any  judge  before  whom 
the  trial  may  take  place:  if  they  could  be  limited  so  as 
to  exclude  the  officer  trying  under  this  writ,  it  might 
also  be  said  that  a  Judge  at  the  assizes  could  not  cer- 
tify unless  he  were  a  Judge  of  the  court  from  which  the 
record  came. 


Lord  Denmak  C.  J.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the 
statute  of  Elizabeth  does  not  apply  to  this  case.  There 
will  dierefore  be  no  rule. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  words  "Judges'*  and  "  Justices'* 
in  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  cannot  mean  any  but  the 
Judges  and  Justices  of  the  courts  at  Westminster. 

Parke  J.  It  certainly  was  not  intended  by  S  &  4*  FT.  4. 
c.  42.  5. 17.  to  give  the  power  of  certifying  to  sheri£& 
and  other  Juges  to  whom  causes  were  sent  by  writ  of 
trial.  There  was  once  a  clause  in  the  bill  to  this  effect, 
but  it  was  struck  out. 


Patteson  J.  The  eighteenth  section  of  S  &  4  ^.  4. 
c.  42.  gives  the  sheriff  or  other  judge  there  mentioned 
authority  to  certify  that  judgment  ought  not  to  be  signed 
immediately;  and  it  gives  him  the  like  powers  with 
respect  to  amendment  as  are  thereinafter  given  to 
Judges  at  Nisi  Prius;  but  it  does  not  speak  of  certify- 
ing to  deprive  of  costs. 

Rule  refused. 
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BoTCHERBT  and  Another,  Assignees  of  James  ^^J'* 
and  John  Whitehead,   Bankrupts,  against 
Lancasteb. 

nPROVER.    At  the  trial  before  Gumey  B.,  at  the  Held,  bj  Lofd 

Lancaster  Spring  assizes  1883,  a  deed  was  produced  parke,  and 
by  the  plaintifls,  which  they  relied  upon  as  an  act  of  ^atd  sembie  pw 
bankinptcy.   It  was  made  betwe^  the  bankrupts  of  the  ^^^^^Ji' 
first  part,  Brawn,  a  banker,  of  the  second  part,  and  ^^^IdilT 
serera]  creditors  of  the  bankrupts  of  tbe  third  part,  and  j^^^^^^ 
purported  to  be  an  assignment  by  the  bankrupts  to  p?^  ^  rfl*^ 
Bramn  of  all  their  propernr  for  die  benefit  of  the  above-  crediton,  u  a 

*^     '^      ^  ^  sufficient  act  of 

roendoned  creditors.    The  attesting  witness  proved  that  bankruptcy  to 

fuitain  a  com- 

it  was  executed  on  the  day  of  which  it  bore  date,  but  mianon,  though 

the  deed  waa 

he  did  not  recollect  under  what  circumstances,  nor  did  executed  by  the 
he  at  the  time  know  the  contents  of  the  instrument  only,  and  is 
Tbe  date  was  jfyrH  ]7tb,  and  the  commission  issued  on  hate^bcenaoed 
die  22d.    The  deed  was  executed  by  the  bankrupts,  h^^'p^out 
but  not  by  any  of  tbe  creditors.    It  appeared  (by  a  note  jj^,*  ^^^ 
upon  it)  to  have  been  exhibited  before  the  commis* 
sioners,  but  there  was  no  evidence  of  its  having  been 
otherwise  acted  upon.    The  plaintifli  had  a  verdict.    In 
Easter  term  1888  F.  PoUoci  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a 
new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  certain  evidence  had  been 
improperly  received ;  but  on  the  learned  Judge's  report 
being  now  read,  it  appeared  that  the  objecdonable  evi- 
dence had  not  gone  to  tbe  jury. 

IVight^ 
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18S4»  WiglUman  shewed  cause.    As  the  case  now  stands^ 

•"~"  the  only  irround  upon  which  the  rule  could  be  sup- 
Hoi^  ported  (if  the  defendant  were  at  liberty  to  rdse  that 
point),  is,  that  the  assignment  was  not  an  act  of  bank- 
mptcy.  And  as  to  that  the  only  question  is,  whether 
the  bankrupts  in  fact  executed  a  deed  conveying  all  their 
property ;  for  if  they  did,  as  such  a  deed  is  dearly  valid 
as  against  them,  and  divests  them  of  all  their  property : 
it  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  unless  collusion  with  the 
petitioning  creditor  be  shewn,  as  in  Marshall  v.  Bark' 
worik  (a).  Collusbn,  however,  is  not  even  suggested  in 
this  case,  nor  is  there  any  evidence  to  shew  that  the  deed 
was  kept  secret ;  on  the  contrary,  in  five  days  the  com- 
mission is  issued,  and  the  deed  appears  to  Have  been 
pfodueed  to  the  commissioners.  There  remains,  there* 
no  ground  for  the  rule. 

F.  Pollock  (with  whom  was  Hoggins)  contri^.  This 
was  a  deed  produced  by  the  assignees  without  evidence 
that  it  was  ever  in  the  custody  of  any  person  for  the 
benefit  of  the  creditors,  or  even  out  of  the  bankrupt's 
possession.  It  might  be  a  mere  pocket  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, to  be  brought  into  operation  or  no^  according 
lo  circumstances.  ^Parte  J.  Is  there  any  authority  to 
shew  that  such  a  conveyance  by  a  bankrupt  must  have 
passed  into  the  hands  of  other  persons  to  constitute  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  ?  In  Ptdling  v.  I\wker  (i),  the  con- 
vqrance  relied  upon  was  found  among  the  bankrupt's 
papers,  and  yet  it  was  held  a  good  act  of  bankruptcy.] 
It  would  be  a  double  fraud  if  such  a  conveyance  aa 
thb  could  be  executed,  and  then  reserved,  to  operate 

(a)  4S.iJd.S0B.  (6)  4B.iJld,382. 

as 
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as  an  act  of  bankruptcy  or  not  as  occasion  might       18S4. 
require. 


Lord  DsNMAN  C.  J.  From  the  manner  in  which 
this  case  was  first  moved,  I  do  not  think  it  is  op&k  to 
the  Court  to  go  into  the  question  now  raised,  but  I 
have  no  doubt  that  the  assignment  was  an  act  of 
bankruptcy. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  My  imprcssiou  abo  is  that  it  was  an 
act  of  bankruptcy,  though  it  is  ft  pcmit  capable  of  bdng 
argued. 

Pabke  X  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  conveyance  was 
an  act  of  bankruptcy.  The  defendant's  counsel  appears^ 
fiom  the  learned  Judge's  report,  to  have  fidt  a  difficulty 
in  contesting  it  at  the  trial.    I  feel  none  upon  the  point 

Pattesoh  J*  I  have  no  doubt  that  this  was  an  aot 
of  bankruptcy.  To  hold  otherwise  we  must  import 
into  the  case  a  great  deal  which  was  not  in  evidence; 
that  the  transaction  was  collusive,  and  that  the  deed  was 
not  to  be  acted  upon,  which  we  have  no  right  to  afr- 
snme.  Pulling  v.  Tucker  (a)  is  a  strong  authority  on 
the  point  At  the  same  time  I  doubt  whether  the  ques- 
tion was  open  to  the  Court  upon  this  motion.* 

Rule  dischaiged. 

(a)  AB.iJJUU  S88. 
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The  King  against  The  Churchwardens  of  the 
Parish  of  St.  Pancras,  Middlesex, 


I.  When  the 
act  for  the 
better  reguk- 
tionof  Testrieiy 
1  &  S  jr.  4. 
c.  (SO.  1)M  been 
adopted  in  a 
panahy there 
must  be  elected, 
at  each  of  the 
fifrt  three  an- 
nual electionfy 
one  third  of  the 
whole  number 
of  which  the 


CIR  James  Scarlett  had  obtained  a  rule  in  Hilary  term 
last,  calling  upon  the  defendants  to  shew  cause  why 
a  mandamus  should  not  issue,  commanding  them  to 
assemble  (he  parishioners  in  manner  required  by  the 
statute  1  &  2  ^.  4*.  c.  60.,  (entitled  <«  An  act  for  the 
better  regulation  of  vestries,  and  for  the  appointment  of 
auditors  of  accounts,  in  certain  parishes  of  England  and 
Walesj*^)  in  order  to  elect  a  vestry  and  auditors  of 
accounts.    The  object  of  this  application  was  to  contest 

under  the  act  is 

ultimately  to  the  titles  of  the  persons  then  acting  as  vestrymen  and 
there  must  be     auditors  under  the  statute,  which  had  be^n  adopted  in 

deducted,  by 

lot,  from  the  original  ▼estry,  at  the  firrt  election,  one  third  of  the  number  of  vestrymen 
then  existing  (whatever  the  full  regular  number  of  the  original  vestry  would  be) ;  at  the 
second  election,  half  the  number  of  the  original  vestrymen  then  existiog ;  at  the  third  dection, 
all  the  remaining  original  vestrymen. 

8.  A  parish  adopting  the  act  had  previously  been  divided  into  four  districts,  for  the  more 
conveniently  coUecting  the  rates,  and  this  division  had  been  adopted  for  taking  the  poll 
in  the  election  of  members  of  parliament ;  a  small  part  also  of  the  parish  was  annexed 
to  a  part  of  an  adjoining  parish,  and  separated  from  the  original  parish,  for  ecclesiastical 
purposes  x  Held,  that  ih%  election  of  vestrymen  and  auditors  might  be  made  in  one  place  of 
the  parish  only. 

8.  If  a  parish  adopting  the  act  be  within  the  metropolitan  police  district  or  the  dty  of 
London,  or  contain  more  than  SOOO  resident  householders,  the  qualification  for  vestrymen 
is,  that  they  should  be  resident  householders,  and  shoyld  nso  be  rated  to  the  poor  imte  of 
the  parish  on  an  annual  rental  of  not  less  than  AOl, ;  but  the  rental  may  be  made  up  of  tene- 
ments separately  held,  and  not  in  the  occupation  of  the  vestrymen. 

4.  The  qualification  must  be  perfect  at  the  time  of  election,  but,  if  unqualified  persons  be 
elected,  thb  does  not  avoid  the  election  of  qualified  vestrymen  or  auditors  elected  at  the 
same  time. 

5.  A  parish  which  adopted  the  act,  had  previously  been  governed  by  a  vestry  established 
by  a  local  act,  which  defined  the  qualification  of  a  vestryman,  and  prescribed  an  oath  to  be 
taken  before  any  vestryman  should  be  capable  of  acting  in  the  execution  of  that  local  act; 
by  the  oath,  the  person  swore  to  execute  the  powers  reposed  in  pursuance  of  the  same,  and 
that  he  was  possessed  of  the  qualification  prescribed  thereby,  which  was  different  from  that 
required  by  I  &  8  ^.  4.  c.  60. :  Held,  that  this  oath  was  not  to  be  taken  by  the  vestrymen 
elected  under  the  latter  act. 

the 
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the  parish  according  to  the  provisions  contained  in  the 
act  (a).     Upon  the  facts  disclosed  in  the  affidavits,  as 

to 

(«)  1  &  8  IT.  4.  c.  6a  s.  52.  enacts,  that  one  fifth,  at  least,  of  the  rate- 
paycsB  of  a  parish,  or  any  number  of  them  amomiting  to  not  less  than 
fiAy  parishioners,  maf  deliver  a  requisition  to  the  churchwardens,  or  one 
of  them,  requiring  them  to  ascertain  whether  a  majority  iji  the  rate-payem 
of  the  parish  wish  the  provisions  of  the  act  to  be  adopted  in  the  parish. 
The  third,  fourth,  fifth,  sixth,  seventh,  eighth,  ninth,  and  tenth  sections 
contain  provisions  for  ascertaining  the  wish  of  the  rate-payers,  and  the 
formalitiwi  requisite  for  making  and  promulgating  the  acceptance  of  the 
act.  The  other  provisions  of  the  act  applicable  to  the  case  in  the  text  are 
the  fivUowing :  — 

Section  2S.  provides,  that  when,  by  reason  of  the  populousness  of  any 
parish,  the  said  parish  shall  have  been,  or  shall  he,  divided  into  districts  for 
ecclesiastical  or  other  purposes,  then  and  in  that  case  the  votes  (in  the 
election  of  vestrymen)  shall  be  taken,  according  to  the  mode  of  election 
befiwe  stated  in  the  act,  in  some  convenient  place,  at  the  discretion  of  the 
cfaurcfawardens^  in  each  of  the  several  districts  of  the  said  parish. 

Section  23.  enacts,  that  in  all  parishes  adopting  this  act,  the  vestry 
^pointed  and  elected  as  herein-before  mentioned  shall,  when  the  said 
act  shall  come  into  full  effect,  consist  of  a  certain  number  of  resident 
bousefaolders;  that  is  to  say,  twelve  vestrymen  fiir  every  parish  in  which 
the  number  of  rated  householderB  shall  not  exceed  1000;  and  twelve 
otlwr  additional  vestrymen,  that  is,  twenty-four  vestiymen,  for  eferj 
parish  in  vrfaicfa  the  rated  householders  shall  exceed  1000;  and  twelve 
otlier  additioiial  vestrymen,  that  is,  thurty-six  vestrymen,  for  every  parish 
in  which  the  number  of  nted  householders  shall  exceed  SOOO;  and  so  on 
at  the  proportion  of  twelve  additional  vestrymen  for  every  1000  rated 
householders :  provided  always,  that  in  no  case  the  number  of  vestrymen 
yhall  exceed  180:  provided  always,  that  in  any  parish  wherein  a  greater 
number  of  vestrymen  are  given  by  special  act  of  parliament  than  the 
proportioiis  aforesaid  will  amount  to,  that  then  the  number  of  vestrymen 
shall  remain  the  same  as  given  by  such  act  of  parliament;  and'provided 
always,  thai  the  rector,  dbtrict  rectors,  vicar,  perpetual  curate,  and 
cbnrcfawardens  of  the  said  parish,  shall  constitute  a  part  of  the  said  vestry» 
and  shall  vote  therein,  in  addition  to  the  vestrymen  as  aforesaid  elected 
under  this  act :  provided  always  that  no  more  than  one  such  rector  or 
other  such  minister  as  aforesaid,  from  any  one  parish  or  ecclesiastical 
district  aa  aforeaaid,  shall  ex  officio  be  a  part  of  or  vote  at  any  vestry 
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Section  24.  enacts,  that  at  the  first  election  for  vestrymen  after  the 
adoption  of  this  act  in  any  parish,  one  third  of  the  then  existing  vestry,, 
or  the  nearest  nomber  thereto^  but  not  exceeding  the  same,  shall  retire 

Vol.  I.  G  ft« 
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to  which  there  was  no  diapate,  five  objections  were 
taken  to  the  titles. 

First.  Before  the  adoption  of  the  act  1  &  2  W^.  c.  60., 

the 

ftom  office  (such  portion  to  be  determitied  by  lot),  and  the  parishioners 
duly  qualified  shall  elect  a  numDer  of  vestrymen  equal  to  one  third  of  the 
veatry,  to  be  cbosen  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  act ;  and  that  on 
the  next  ensuing  annual  election  for  vestrymen,  one  half,  or  as  nearly  as 
may  be  one  half,  of  the  remaining  part  of  the  first  aforesaid  vestry  shall 
iletne  from  office  (such  portion  to  be  determined  by  lot),  and  the  pariah- 
loners  duly  qualified  shall  again  elect  a  number  of  vestrymen  equal  to 
one  third  of  the  vestry,  to  be  chosefi  according  to  the  pro?isions  of  this 
act;  and  that  on  the  next,  that  is  to  say,  the  third  annual  election  for 
vestrymen,  the  last  remidning  portion  of  the  vestry  as  aforesaid  shall 
retire  from  office,  and  the  parishioners  duly  qualified  shall  elect  vestrymen 
in  like  manner  and  number  as  at  the  two  preceding  elections,  so  as  to 
fiU  up  the  vestry  to  the  exact  number  of  vestrymen  prescribed  by 
this  act. 

Section  25.  enacts,  that  at  every  subsequent  annual  election  those 
vestrymen  who  have  been  three  years  in  office  shall  go  out  of  office,  and 
<he  parishioners  shall  elect,  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  other 
vestrymen,  to  the  number  of  one  third  of  the  total  number  of  which  such 
vestry  shall  consist,  as  also  fill  up  any  vacancies  which  may  have  occurred 
from  death  or  other  causes:  provided  always,  that  any  or  all  of  the 
vestrymen  so  going  out  by  rotation  may  be  immediately  eligible  for 
re-election. 

Section  26,  enacts,  that  the  vestry  elected  under  this  act  in  any  parish 
not  within  the  metropolitan  police  district,  or  the  city  of  LondoHy  shall 
ccRisist  of  resident  householders  rated  or  assessed  to  the  relief  of  the  poor 
upon  a  rental  of  not  less  than  }0L  $  and  no  person  shall  be  capable  of 
acting  as  one  of  the  said  vestry  unless  he  shall  be  the  occupier  of  a  house, 
lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  rated  or  assessed  upon  the  afore- 
mentioned amount  of  rental  within  the  parish  for  which  he  is  to  serve : 
provided  always,  that  if  the  parish  adopting  this  act  should  be  within  the 
metropolitan  police  district,  or  the  city  of  Londan^  or  if  the  resident 
householders  therein  should  amount  to  more  than  SOOO,  then  and  in  that 
case  the  vestry  elected  under  this  act  shall  conabt  of  resident  householders 
rated  or  assessed  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  such  parish  upon  a  rental  of 
nf  t  less  than  AOU  per  annum. 

Section  27.  Provided  always  that  nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  deemed, 
construed,  or  taken  to  repeal,  alter,  or  invalidate  any  local  act  for  the 
government  of  any  parish  by  vestries,  or  for  the  management  of  the  poor 
by  any  board  of  directors  and  guardiansi  or  for  the  due  provision  for 

divine 
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^e  affiiirs  of  the  parish  were  under  the  management  of  1884. 
a  select  vestry,  established  by  stat  59  G.  8.  c.  xxxix.  ^  ^ 
(local  and  personal  acts,  public).  Under  the  earlier  agamtt 
act  the  number  of  vestrymen,  including  the  vicar  and  wardens  of 
churchwardens,  was  not  to  exceed  122.  The  last 
election  under  this  act  took  place  in  June  1831,  when 
the  number  of  122  was  filled  up,  the  vicar  and  the  two 
churchwardens  forming  a  part.  The  first  election 
under  the  new  act  took  place  on  the  28th  of  Mat/  1832. 
The  number  of  rated  householders  in  the  parish  then 
exceeded  9000 ;  so  that  the  number  of  vestrymen  to  be 
finally  completed  under  the  twenty-third  section  of  the 
latter  act  was  120,  exclusively  of  the  vicar  and  the  two 
churchwardens  for  the  time  bemg.  There  were  at  the 
time  of  that  election  fourteen  vacancies  in  the^  vestry 
elected  under  the  earlier  act ;  so  that  the  whole  existing 
number  amounted  only  to  105,  besides  the  vicar  and  the 
two  churchwardens.  Thirty-five  of  the  105  were  lotted 
off  at  the  meeting,  in  pursuance  professedly  of  the 
twenty-third  and  twenty-fourth  sections  of  the  later  act, 
and  forty  new  vestrymen  were  chosen.  These  forty, 
with  the  seventy  remaining  from  the  105,  and  the  vicar 
and  churchwardens  for  the  time  being,  managed  the 
affiiirs  of  the  parbh  till  the  second  election  under  the 
later  act,  which  took  place  on  the  22d  of  Men/  1833. 


dmas  wonhip  witliin  the  parish,  and  the  maintenance  of  the  clergy 
officiating  therein,  otherwise  than  is  by  this  act  expressly  enacted 
vqparding  the  election  of  vestrymen  and  auditors  of  accounts. 

Sectioa  SS.  prorides  for  the  election  of  rate-payexB  to  be  auditors  of 
aeconnts;  the  election  to  be  made  by  persons  duly  qualified  to  act  aa 
Testrymen,  and  to  take  place  at  the  time  and  under  the  fonns  of  the 
deetioD  fbr  tcftrymen;  the  auditors  to  be  qualified  to  be  elected  as 
wsCrymcD,  but  sot  to  be  testrymen. 

G  2  There 
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I8S4.       There  were  then  twelve  more  vacancies  in  the  number 

of  the  original  vestry ;  so  that  the  number  which  re- 

«^^     mained  of  the  original  vestry  (exclusively  of  the  vicar 


of  and  churchwardens),  was  reduced  from  seventy  to  fifty- 
eight :  twenty-nine  of  these  were  lotted  on^  and  forty 
new  vestrymen  elected.  These  forty,  with  the  forty 
•elected  in  the  preceding  year,  the  twenty-nine  r^naining 
.  of  the  original  vestry,  the  vicar,  and  the  two  church- 
wardens for  the  time  being,  constituted  the  vestry  of 
which  the  title  was  now  impeached.  It  was  objected 
that,  in  1832,  the  original  vestry  should  have  been 
reduced  by  deducting  from  the  gross  number,  of  which 
it  would  have  consisted,  exclusively  of  the  vicar  and 
churchwardens,  had  no  vacancies  occurred,  the  nearest 
number  to  one  third  of  that  gross  number,  so  that  the 
119  should  have  been  reduced  by  forty  in  all ;  and  that, 
a  reduction  of  fourteen  having  already  taken  place  by 
the  vacancies  which  had  occurred,  there  should  have 
been  lotted  off  only  twenty-six;  and  further  that,  in 
18SS,  the  number  which,  after  the  last  election,  had 
remained  of  the  original  vestry,  without  taking  into 
account  the  diminution  by  the  subsequent  vacancies, 
should  have  been  reduced  by  deducting  one  half  of 
that  remainder ;  that  is  to  say,  by  deducting  thirty-five 
from  the  seventy ;  and  that,  as  a  reduction  of  twelve 
had  already  taken  place  by  the  vacancies  which  had 
occurred,  there  should  have  been  lotted  out  only 
twenty-three. 

Secondly.  Before  the  passing  of  the  earlier  act,  the 
parish,  which  is  very  populous,  had  been  divided  into 
four  districts,  for  the  purpose  of  assigning  the  collection 
of  the  poor-rates  to  different  collectors.     The  parish 

forms 
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forms  part  of  the  borough  of  Matyie-bonef  which  returns        1834. 
two  members  to  parliament,  under  statutes  2  W.  4.  c.46.       """"" 

TbeKni*    • 
s.S.^  snd  2&S  W.  4.  c.  64.  s.  35.     This  division  had        againMi 

TIm  Chiiitli* 

been  adopted  for  separately  taking  the  poll,  on  the  only  wird«M  of 
two  occasions  of  electing  members  which  had  occurred^ 
by  the  returning  officer  of  the  borough,  under  the  power 
given  to  him  by  2  ^  4.  c.  45.  s.  68.  (a).  Between  the 
elections  of  18S2  and  1833,  a  small  part  of  the  parish^ 
comprehended  in  one  of  these  four  districts,  had  been 
formed,  under  Uie  powers  conferred  by  the  acts  for 
building  churches,  into  a  chapelry,  together  with  a 
part  of  an  adjoining  parish,  and  was  separated  from  the 
rest  of  the  parish  of  St.  Pancras  for  ecclesiastical 
purposes.  Both  in  1832  and  1833,  the  election  of  the 
vestry  had  been  made  for  the  whole  parish,  in  one  only 
of  the  four  districtr,  which  was  not  the  dbtrict  com« 
prebending  the  part  separated  for  ecclesiastical  purposes. 
It  was  objected  that,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
twenty-second  section  of  1  &  2  ]^.  4.  c.  60.,  there  ought 
on  each  occasion  to  have  been  a  separate  election  in 
each  of  the  four  districts ;  and  that,  at  the  election  in 
1833,  there  ought  to  have  also  been  a  separate  election 
in  the  part  separated  for  ecclesiastical  purposes. 

Thirdly.    The  parish    is  within    the    metropolitan 
police  district.    Some  of  the  persons  elected  as  vestry* 

(a)  Bj  which  it  it  enacted,  that  at  every  coDtested  election  of  a  member 
or  members  to  aenre  in  any  future  parliament  for  any  city  or  bonmgh  in 
Ei^gfandp  except  the  borough  of  Mantnouthf  the  returning  officer  shalli 
if  required  thereto  by  or  on  behalf  of  any  candidate^  on  the  day  fixed  for 
the  election,  and  if  not  go  required,  may,  if  it  shall  appear  to  hun 
expedient^  cauae  to  be  erected  for  taking  the  poU  at  such  election 
different  booths  for  different  parishes,  districts,  or  parts  of  such  dty  or 
borough,  which  booths  may  be  situated  either  m  one  place  or  in  aereral 

G  3  men 
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18S4>.       men  were  not  in  the  actual  occupation  of  houses^  land% 

tenements,  or  hereditaments,  for  which  they  were  rated 

againsi       fo  the  DOor  of  the  parish  on  a  rental  of  so  much  as  40/. 

The  Church- 
wardens of     per  annum;  but  they  were  rated  to  the  poor  on  that 
St.  Paxcras.  -      ,         .    ,  i.    •  i  •  i  t 

amount  m  the  whole,  a  part  of  the  rate  laid  upon  them 
arising  from  tenements  not  in  their  actual  occupation. 
Other  persons  elected  as  vestrymen  were  in  the  actual  oc- 
cupation of  tenements  for  which  they  were  rated,  in  the 
whole,  on  the  rental  required  by  the  act;  but  the  tene- 
ments were  separately  occupied,  and  did  not  constitute 
one  entire  tenement.  It  was  objected  that,  under  the 
twenty-sixth  section  of  the  statute  I  &  2  fK  4.  c.  60., 
no  person  was  qualified  to  act  as  a  vestryman  who  was 
not  rated  on  a  rental  of  40/.  per  «nnum  for  one  single 
tenement  in  his  actual  occupation. 

Fourthly.  Other  persons  had  been  elected  as  vestry- 
men, who  were  not  rated,  in  the  whole,  to  the  requisite 
amount  at  the  time  of  the  election,  but  who  had  been 
so  rated  after  their  election.  It  was  objected,  that  it 
was  necessary  that  the  qualification  should  be  perfect  at 
the  time  of  the  election. 

Fifthly.  The  vestrymen  elected  under  the  provisions 
of  the  later  act  took  no  oath.  It  was  objected,  that  an 
oath  was  still  required  under  the  provisions  of  the  ele* 
venth  section  of  59  G.  3.  c.  xxxix.  (Local  and  personal 
acts,  public)  (a). 

The 

(a)  By  which  it  is  enacted,  that  no  person  shall  be  capable  of  acting  as 
a  vestiyman  or  additional  vestryman  in  the  execution  of  this  act  (except 
in  administering  the  oath  hereinafter  mentioned  to  the  other  vestrymen), 
until  he  shall  have  taken  and  subscribed  the  following  oath,  which  oath 
the  said  vestrymen,  or  any  two  or  more  of  them,  at  any  of  their  meetings 
to  be  holden  in  pursuance  of  this  act,  are  hereby  empowered  and  requited 
to  administer: — 

"  I,  A.  D., 
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The  anditors  were  elected  together  with  the  Testry-       1834. 
men,  in  both  1832  and  1833;  and  no  objection  was 
made  to  their  title,  except  so  far  as  it  might  be  affected    ^"^^^ 

The  Cfaurdi- 

by  any  irregularly  in  the  proceedings  pointed  oat  by     wardens  of 
the  aboye  objections. 

F.  PoUocif  Blackbumej  and  Adolphus  now  shewed 
cause.  First,  The  number  of  vestrymen  to  be  lotted  off 
is,  by  the  twenty-fourth  section,  to  be  one  third  of  the 
then  existing  vestry,  not  one  third  of  the  vestry  which 
ought  to  exist,  or  which  would  have  existed  under 
other  than  the  actual  circumstances.  One  third  is  to 
retire  from  office  *'  at  the  election ;"  no  part  of  thia 
third  can  be  made  up  of  vacancies  which  have  taken 
place  before  the  election.  It  is  true,  that  the  vestry  haa 
not  hitherto  contained  the  full  number  of  120,  which  is- 
fixed  by  the  twenty- third  section  of  the  later  act;  but 
it  will  contain  Uiat  number  after  the  next  election,  when 
the  renuuning  part  of  the  original  vestry  will  retire^  and 
forty  new  vestrymen  will  be  elected.  Till  that  election 
shall  have  taken  place,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  latejr 

*'  I,  ji.S,,  do  swear,  that  I  will  faithfully,  impartially,  and  honestly, 
according  to  the  best  of  my  skill  and  knowledge,  execute  the  sereral 
powers  and  authorities  reposed  in  mt  as  a  vestryman  of  the  parish  of 
St.  Paneras,  iq>pointed  in  pursuance  of  an  act  passed,  &c.  in  the  fifty-ninth 
year  of  the  reign  of  King  George  III.,  intituled  [here  set/orih  the  title  of 
tins  ad]  by  virtue  of  the  said  act,  or  otherwise,  and  that  without  favour  or 
affection,  prejudice  or  malice;  and  that  I  am  qualified  to  act  as  • 
vestrymaa  [or,  as  an  additiooal  vestryman,  at  the  ca$e  ma^  6e]  of  the  said 
parish,  appointed  in  pursuance  of  the  said  act,  according  to  the  higher  [or, 
lower]  rale  of  qualification  [aVf  nte  of  qualification  for  additional  vcaCry- 
nun]  by  the  said  act  prescribed.  So  help  me  God." 
Prorided  always,  that  in  the  oath  to  be  taken  by  the  ricar  and  chufth- 
vrardens  of  the  said  parish,  so  much  of  the  above-mentioned  form  as 
relates  to  the  qualifications  of  vestrymen  shall  be  omitted. 

G  4  act 
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1834>.       act  lias  come  into  full  effect    Bat  the  provisioii  of  tbe 

twenty-third  section  applies  only  to  the  time  "  whe« 

i9«^        the  said  act  shall  come  into  full  effect.*'    [PaUemi  J« 

The  Church*  •   r     t. 

wardens  of  .  According  to  yoar  construction,  you  might  hove  mcnre 
than  the  120,  in  a  case  where  the  number  iX  the  ori* 
ginal  vestry  was  not  fixed  by  statute,  and  exceeded 
120.]  That  could  only  continue  till  the  third  dection 
under  the  act ;  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  act  which 
shews  that  such  a  state  of  things  would  be  in  contra* 
vention  of  its  provisions. 

Secondly.  The  divisions  referred  to  in  the  twenty* 
second  section  must  be  permanent  in  their  nature.  But 
the  distribution  of  the  parish  into  the  four  districts 
might  be  changed  at  any  time,  or  be  altogether  abolished, 
as  might  suit  the  convenience  of  those  who  had  to  collect 
the  rates.  In  fact,  this  is  rather  a  division  of  the  rate 
lists  on  the  books,  than  of  the  parish.  The  circum- 
stance, that  the  returning  officer  has  adopted  the  same 
distribution,  does  not  give  a  more  permanent  character 
to  it;  for  he  also  might  vary  his  own  distribution  on 
any  future  occasion.  As  to  the  part  which  is  separated 
for  ecclesiastical  purposes,  the  effect  of  the  separation 
has  been,  not  to  divide  the  parish  into  distinct  districts 
for  ecclesiastical  purposes,  but  to  take  away  the  part 
altogether  from  the  parish. 

Thirdly.  The  twenty»sixth  section  specifies  only  two 
qualifications  for  the  vestrymen  of  a  parish  within  the 
metropolitan  police  district :  first,  they  must  be  resident 
householders;  secondly,  they  must  be  rated  or  assessed 
upon  a  rental  of  not  less  than  40/.  The  vestrymen 
whose  titles  are  impeaclied  by  the  third  objection  pos- 
sess both  qualifications.    The  proviso  does  not  say  that 

the 
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the  rental  shall  be  taken  upon  the  house  in  which  they        18341 

leside ;  nor  that  it  shall  not  be  made  up  of  sums  assessed      -_    _ 

'  '^  The  KiKO 

upon  separate  tenements.    No  stress  can  be  laid  on  the    ..  ^t?^ . 

The  Churni* 

use  of  the  words  "  a  rental :"  a  rental  may  consist  of     ^rf«n«of 
separate  snms  constituting  one  whole.    The  provision 
made  in  the  same  section,  with  respect  to  parishes  not 
within  the  metropolitan  police  district,  is  very  differently 
worded. 

Fourthly.  Whatever  difficulty  might  have  existed  at 
the  time  of  the  election,  it  cannot  be  now  said  that  the 
vestry  does  not  *<  consist''  of  persons  possessing  the 
required  qualification.  And  if  the  latter  part  of  the 
twentjT-sixth  section  may  be  interpreted  by  the  earlier, 
it  may  be  inferred  that  the  statute  meant  to  provide  only 
agunst  unqualified  persons  **  acting:"  so  that  a  man- 
damus would  now  be  unnecessary,  as  the  qualification 
has  been  perfected,  so  as  to  make  future  acts  legi- 
timate. 

Fifthly.  The  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  later  act 
provides  that  no  local  act  shall  be  repealed,  **  otherwise 
than  is  by  this  act  expressly  enacted  regarding  the 
etecdon  of  vestrymen  and  auditors  of  accounts."  But 
the  eleventh  section  of  59  G.  S.  c.  cxxxix.  must  be  con- 
sidered to  be  expressly  repealed,  or,  at  any  rate,  to  have 
nothing  left  upon  which  it  can  operate:  it  applies  only 
to  persons  **  acting  in  the  execution  of  this  act;"  that 
is,  of  the  earlier  act  Now  the  objection  is  made  to 
persons  acting  in  the  execution,  not  of  the  earlier,  but 
of  the  later  act.  The  oath  would  become  altogether 
unmeaning.  It  consists  of  only  two  parts ;  first,  an 
oath  of  office ;  secondly,  an  oath  of  qualification.  The 
oath  of  office  is  for  the  execution  of  powers  reposed  in 

the 
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18S4.        the  person  as  a  vestryman  <<  appointed  in  pnrsoanoe  of 
"TT^       an  act  passed  in  the  fifty-ninth  year  of  the  reign  of  King 


VM.  ..1^    Qeorgg  the  Third.''     The  oath  of  qaalificatbn  asserts 

XIm  Chuffclh* 

lof     that  he  is  qoalified  to  act  as  a  vestryman  aj^inted  *'  in 


ftk  PjJMmMH 


porsnanoe  of  die  said  acty**  that  is^  the  act  of  59  G.  S^ 
*<  according  to  the  higher  [prj  lower]  rate  of  qualifi- 
cation by  the  said  act  prescribed.''  It  is  impossible  to 
apply  either  of  these  parts  of  the  oath  to  persons  acting 
under  another  act,  and  not  required  to  possess  the 
qualifications  referred  to  in  the  oath.  With  respect  to 
the  qualification,  the  oath  imposed  under  the  earlier 
act  was  the  only  evidence  of  the  person  being  duly 
qualified;  in  the  later  act  the  rating  is  the  evidence 
and  supersedes  the  other.  Neither  can  there  be  any 
authority  lodged  in  any  quarter  for  remodelling  the 
oath,  specifically  set  out  in,  and  imposed  by,  the  earlier 
act,  so  as  to  make  it  applicable  to  a  new  species  of 
election.  Such  a  power  exists  only,  if  at  all,  in  cases 
where  the  obligation  to  take  an  oath  arises  at  common 
law. 

*  Even  if  these  answers  to  the  objections  were  in- 
sufficient, it  would  not  follow  that  the  mandamus  ought 
to  issue.  Admitting  the  first  objection  to  be  good,  the 
eighty  new  vestrymen,  and  the  persons  remaining  from 
the  original  vestry,  are  not  the  less  entitled  to  act,  be- 
cause too  large  a  part  of  the  original  vestry  has  been 
deducted.  Again,  the  provision  upon  which  the  se-' 
cond  objection  is  founded  is  merely  directory:  there 
is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  place  of  election  b  essential 
to  the  validity  of  the  proceeding.  The  third  and 
fourth  objections,  if  good,  would  merely  go  to  invalidate 
the  election  of  the  persons  objected  to;  and  could  not 

warrant 
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warrant  more  than  a  mandamus  to  fill  np  those  pertU       1884; 
cular  places.    The  fifth  objection  would  not  mvalidate 
the  election  at  all,  but  would  merely  incapacitate  the 
▼estrymen  firom  acting  till  they  had  taken  the  oath.  waidHw  of 

With  req>ect  to  the  auditorsi  no  specific  objection 
has  been  m*ged ;  their  election,  thereforei  is  good  unless 
any  of  the  objections  go  the  l^igth  of  shewing  the 
whole  proceedings  to  be  merely  void* 

Sir  James  Scarlett^  in  support  of  the  rule. 

First.  The  words  of  the  twenty-fourth  section  arey 
**  one  third  of  the  then  existing  vestry.*'  Had  the  in- 
tention of  the  l^islature  been  that  which  is  contended 
far  on  the  other  side^  the  words  would  have  been  ^*  the 
then  existing  vestrymen.''  But  **  vestry"  must  mean 
the  collective  body ;  and  the  third  must  be  estimated  on 
the  full  number  of  which  that  collective  body  regularly 
conasted.  Had  the  earlier  act  continued  in  force,  the 
whole  number  of  122  would  have  been  completed  s 
instead  of  that,  it  is  to  be  reduced  by  abstracting  one 
third;  and  all  that  remained  to  be  done  at  the  election 
in  1882  was,  to  deduct  by  lot  so  many  as  to  diminish 
the  then  existing  vestry  from  its  fiill  r^ular  number,  by 
one  tiiurd.  As  an  abstraction  of  fourteen  had  already 
taken  place^  it  remained  only  to  abstract  by  lot  twenty- 
six  more.  There  would  then  have  remained,  ex- 
clusively of  the  vicar  and  churchwardens,  seventy*nine; 
and  thes^  with  forty  new  vestrymen,  would  have  brought 
the  iiill  number  up  to  119,  exclusively  of  the  vicar  and 
churchwardens,  as  before.  The  half  to  be  abstracted  in 
1888,  should  have  been  estimated  on  the  same  prin* 
ciple.     The  act  gives  no  power  to  reduce  the  vestry 

below 
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18S4.        below  its  original  statutory  number.     As  the  elections 
"*~"       have  been  managed,  there  were  only,  exclusively  of  the 

The  Kixo 

agtimH        vicar  and  churchwardens,  110  vestrymen  after  the  elec- 

Tlie  Church- 

wvdemof  tion  in  1832,  and  109  after  the  election  in  ISSS.  Thus 
the  number  has  been  kept  below  the  numbers  named  in 
each  act;  and,  at  each  election,  the  new  vestrymen  have 
borne  a  higher  proportion  to  the  original  ones  than  the 
legislature  intended. 

Secondly.  The  words  of  the  twenty-second  section 
are^  <'  when  by  reason  of  the  populousness  of  any  parish 
the  said  parish  shall  have  been,  or  shall  be^  divided  into 
districts  for  ecclesiastical  or  other  purposes.''  The  an- 
nexation of  one  part  of  the  parish  to  a  part  of  another, 
for  ecclesiastical  purposes,  divides  the  parish  into  th 
part  which  is,  and  the  part  which  is  not,  so  annexed ; 
and  this  is  a  division  *<  for  ecclesiastical  purposes/' 
And  the  division  into  the  four  districts  is  a  division 
^<  for  other  purposes;"  which  are,  the  more  convenient 
collecdon  of  the  rate,  and  the  voting  at  elections  for 
members  of  parliament.  It  is  said  that  this  division 
might  be  varied:  but  the  real  question  is,  whether  it 
existed  at  the  time  of  the  elections  of  vestrymen. 

Thirdly.  The  latter  part  of  sect.  26.  might  be  con- 
strued in  the  manner  contended  for,  if  that  part  stood 
alone;  but  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  legislature 
intended  to  vary  the  method  of  estimating  the  different 
qualifications;  in  the  respective  cases  of  parishes  within 
and  without  the  metropolitan  police  district  In  the 
earlier  part  the  words  are^  **  occupier  of  a  house,  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments  rated  or  assessed  upon  the 
afbre-mentioned  amount  of  rental."  So  that  the  person 
must  occupy  the  house  which  is  rated  upon  the  required 

amount. 
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amoant    IParieJ.    A  house  is  not  rated  at  all;  the        1884b 

penon  is  rated  in  respect  of  the  property.    The  words 

**  rated  and  assessed''  may  therefore  agree  with  <<  occu-        agahut 

The  Churdi<- 

pier;''  and,  if  so^  this  part  of  the  clause  is  not  incon-     wardens  oT 

St.  Famceai. 

sistent  with  the  interpretation  of  the  later  part,  which  is 
contended  for  on  the  other  side.]  **  Rated  and  as- 
sessed" must  refer  to  the  substantive  immediately  pre- 
ceding. IParke  J.  Then  this  part  of  the  clause  would 
not  require  that  the  occupier  should  be  rated  at  all;  he 
might  be  occupier  of  a  house  for  which  the  landlord 
was  rated.3  The  b^g^ning  of  the  section  provides  for 
that.  IPatieson  J.  As  you  construe  the  wordSf  he 
might  be  rated  as  landlord  of  a  house  which  he  did  not 
occupy,  so  as  to  satbfy  the  beginning  of  the  section, 
and  occupy  a  house  for  which  he  was  not  rated,  so  as 
to  satisfy  the  words  foUowmg.]  Each  part  of  the  section 
must  be  interpreted  by  the  aid  of  the  rest,  as  appears 
by  the  wording;  the  last  part  speaks  of  a  rental  per  an- 
num ;  the  first  part  simply  speaks  of  10/.,  the  meaning 
of  which  must  be  102.  per  annum;  but  this  can  be  col- 
lected only  by  taking  the  whole  section  together.  {LMle^ 
dale  J.  It  is  also  necessary  to  dp  this,  in  order  to  apply 
the  proviso  against  unqualified  persons  *^  acting"  to 
the  case  of  parishes  within  the  metropolitan  police 
district.]  Even  if  the  legislature,  in  using  the  words 
^<  occupier  of  a  house  rated,"  meant  a  rated  occupier  of 
a  house,  the  natural  interpretation  would  be  that  he 
was  to  be  rated  for  that  house. 

Fourthly.  The  qualification  is  essential  to  the  person 
being  elected,  not  merely  to  his  acting.  [Parke  J.  The 
earlier  part  of  the  clause  seems  to  dbtinguish  between 
bdng  elected  and  acdng;  the  latter  part  does  not] 

Fifthly. 
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1834.  fifthly.   It  is  true  that  the  later  act  requires  no  oalb. 


nieKiHO 


But  the  proviso  in  the  twenty^seventh  section  preserves 
_  .  the  local  act.  except  so  fiir  as  by  the  later  act  is  ex'- 

wBideuoT     pressly  enacted  regarding  the  election  of  vestrymen  and 

Sik  Pawcbai* 

auditors  of  accounts.  The  imposition  of  the  oath  can- 
not be  expressly  repealed  by  any  enactment  rqpirding 
the  election.  There  is  no  enactment  changbg  the 
functions  or  obligations  of  a  vestryman:  and  one  of 
those  obligations  is  to  take  an  oath. 

T^e  proceedings  at  the  supposed  elections  are  wholly 
voidy  if  any  of  these  objections  be  good.  The  argument 
on  the  other  side  would  shew  that  no  possible  deviation 
from  the  provisions  of  the  act,  as  to  nnndier  or  quali- 
fication, would  vitiate  the  proceedings.  But  it  could 
not  be  maintained  that,  if  the  whole  original  vestry  had 
been  lotted  o%  and  forty  new  vestrymen  substituted, 
ihe  new  vestry  would  have  had  any  l^gal  existence. 

LiTTLXDALE  J.  (a).  I  think  that  this  rule  must  be 
discharged.  With  respect  to  the  question  as  to  the 
number  to  be  lotted  off  under  the  twenty-fourth  section, 
the  di£Bculty  which  has  pressed  upaa  me  most  is  that 
arising  from  the  variation  in  the  expression  from 
^<  vestrymen"  to  *^  vestry."  It  has  been  contended,  that 
the  latter  word  must  be  interpreted  to  mean  the  aggre- 
gate body.  But  when  we  observe  the  words  used  in 
connection  with  it,  such  as  <^  one  third  of  the  then 
existing  vestry,"  and  <<  the  nearest  number  thereto^" 
it  appears  to  me  that  we  must  look  upon  the  word  as 
meaning  in  this  section ^  the  same  thing  as  <<  vestry- 

(a)  Lord  Denman  C  J.  had  left  the  Court  duriDg  the  argument. 

men." 
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meD.''    And  this  being  so,  the  *^  then  existing  vestry''        18S4. 

must  mean  the  vestrymen  then  alive,  without  reference     ^ 

•^  The  KiMQ 

to  the  iiill  number  of  the  whole  body.     As  to  the  de-       ^v^ 

The  CJhiinJi- 

ficiency  in  the  number  of  the  existing  vestry,  it  seems     watdoisof 

Sr«  FAMGAAt. 

to  me  that  the  act  requires  that  number  to  be  completed 
only  at  the  third  election;  and  this  is  shewn  by  the 
language  used  at  the  end  of  the  twenty-fourth  section. 
The  rule,  therefore,  will  be,  that  at  the  first  election 
one  third  of  the  then  existing  vestrymen  shall  be  lotted 
off;  at  the  second,  one  half  of  the  number  then  remain- 
ing ;  and  at  the  last,  all  that  shall  remain.     As  to  the 
divisions  of  the  parish,  that  part  only,  which  is  annexed 
to  the  adjoining  parish  for  ecclesiastical  purposes,  is  re- 
cognized by  law  to  be  separated  from  the  rest.  The  other 
division,rinto  the  four  districts,  cannot  be  considered  as 
a  division  within  the  meaning  of  the  act    It  may  be  ex- 
tremely convenient  for  the  parishioners  to  make  such 
an  arrangement ;  but  it  might  be  varied  from  month  to 
month,  the  number  of  parts  might  be  changed  to  two^ 
or  five^  or  any  other,  or  their  mi^itude  contracted 
and  enlarged,  as  might  be  found  convenient     A  street 
or  a  square  might  be  at  any  time  transferred  from  one 
to   another.    We  know  very  well,  in    the   case   of 
counties,  what  l^al  divisions  are ;  such  as  the  Ridings 
of  Yorkshire^  or  the  separate  parts  of  Lincolnshire. 
But  divisions,  made  merely  to  suit  the  convenience  of 
the  acting  magistrates,  would  not  be  within  the  meaning 
of  an  act  which  should  speak  of  the  divisions  of  coun- 
ties.   As  to  the  twenty-sixth  section,  the  provisicms 
respecting  the  qualification  do  not  appear  to  have  been 
very  attentively  framed.     The  first  part  of  the  section 
does  not,  in  words,  require  that  the  householder  should 
be  rated  to  the  poor  of  the  same  parish  as  that  in  which 

the 
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18S4.       the  election  takes  place;  the  words  reqairiog  an  occu- 

pation  in,  and  rating  for  the  poor  of»  that  parish,  do 

agamu       not  occur  before  a  later  part  of  the  section.     There  is, 

TbeChufch* 

wirdeMoT     therefore,  ground  for  construing  one  part  by  the  aid  of 
the  other;  and  one  would  rather  suppose  that,  if  the 
householder  is  to  be  rated  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  on 
the  property  which  he  occupies,  in  the  case  of  a  parish 
in  the  country,  the  legislature  meant  to  provide  in  the 
same  way  as  to  parishes  in  town.     The  first  part  of  the 
provision  respecting  the  parishes  without  Ae  metro- 
politan police  district  is  (except  as  to  the  words  ^*  of 
such  parbh'*)  couched  in  the  same  words  as  the  pro- 
vision respecting  the  parishes  within  that  district     But 
then  the  former  provision  has  an  additional  clause, 
incapacitating  certain  persons  from  acting;  the  latter  has 
no  such  dause,  unless  we  are  to  incorporate  the  clause  of 
the  former  provision  by  implication*    It  is  possible  that 
it  may  have  been  intended,  in  the  former  provision,  to 
permit  the  election  of  a  householder  whose  qualification 
was  made  up  of  any  tenements  whatsoever;  but  that 
he  should  not  be  capable  of  acting  unless  he  occupied 
the  tenement  for  which  he  was  rated  within  the  parish. 
However,  we  are  not  now  called  on  to  interpret  that 
former  clause.    The  words  applicable  to  the  present 
case  are,  '*  resident  householders  rated  or  assessed  to 
the  relief  of  the  poor  of  such  parish  upon  a  rental  of  not 
less  than  40/.  per  annum."    We  know  that  the  rate  is 
laid  upon  the  person  who  occupies,  not  upon  the  house 
or  land*    It  is  enough  here,  if  the  householder  be  rated 
to  the  poor  on  the  rental  required*     He  must  be  a 
householder,  and  he  must  be  rated  ;  but  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  he  should  be  rated  for  the  house  which  he 
occupies :  it  is  enough  for  him  to  bave^  for  instance^  a 

house 


tT 
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house  on  which  he  is  rated  at  a  rental  of  20/.,  and  land        ]834«. 
on  which  he  is  rated  at  a  rental  of  20/.     Or  it  is  enough,      ^ 

°  The  KiKO 

if  he  be  rated  for  part  which  he  occupies,  and  for  part    ,-J^'^^*^ 

The  Church* 

which  he  does  not  occupy,  but  of  which  he  is  landlord,     wardens  of 

Si.  Pamckas. 

It  is  no  matter  how  he  is  rated,  if  the  whole  together 
amount  to  the  rental  required.  With  respect  to  the 
persons  not  qualified  at  the  time  of  the  election,  but 
who  have  since  that  time  become  qualified,  I  think  that 
they  were  not  entitled  to  be  elected.  The  power  to 
act  requires  that  there  should  have  been  a  qualification 
at  the  time  of  election,  otherwise  any  poor  person  might 
be  elected,  and  might  act  upon  a  qualification  afterwards 
obtained.  As  to  the  oath  imposed  by  the  statute  59  G.  S. 
c.  xxxix.,  it  applies  only  to  persons  acting  under  that 
statute,  and  is  totally  inapplicable  to  a  vestryman  acting 
under  the  later  act.  The  statute  59  6.  S.  may  not  have 
been  repealed ;  but  the  vestrymen  elected  under  the  later 
act  do  not  act  under  the  earlier  one.  The  meaning  of  the 
oath  itself  is  incapable  of  being  transferred  from  the  one 
act  to  the  other;  and  you  cannot  introduce  into  the  new 
act,  an  oath  incompatible  with  it.  It  would  have  been 
highly  improper  to  take  such  an  oath  in  this  case.  As 
to  the  auditors,  their  election  would  not  be  avoided  by 
the  election  of  some  unqualified  persons  for  vestrymen. 
And  I  must  own  that  I  can  see  no  reason  for  this  man-> 
damus  going.  Some  persons  not  entitled  have  been 
elected ;  but  that  would  not  justify  the  mandamus  here 
required,  for  the  purpose  of  electing  a  new  vestry 
altogether. 

Parke  J.    With  respect  to  the  number  to  be  lotted 

off  under  the  twenty-fourth  section,  three  constructions 

Vol.  L  H  of 
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1834.  of  the  daase  in  question  present  themselves.    The  ifirst 

^^  „^  is  that  proposed  by  Sir  James  Scarlett.    He  argues 

oig*'"'  that  "  vestry'*  means  the  corporate  body;  and  that  one 

wardens  of  third  of  the  total  corporate  body  is  to  be  taken  out  at 

St.  PAXCAAf.  '^  '' 

the  first  election,  and  that  the  vacancies  which  had 
occurred  are  to  make  a  part  of  thb  third :  so  that  the 
number  to  be  taken  away  by  lot  would  be  only  twenty- 
MX.  I  think  it  is  impossible  to  support  this  construc- 
tion. It  is  clear  that  one  third  was  to  retire  by  lot ; 
that  cannot  be  made  up  of  persons  who  have  died,  or 
resigned,  before  the  election.  The  second  construction 
is,  that  one  third  of  the  total  corporate  body  should  be 
lotted  off,  without  taking  notice  of  existing  vacancies; 
that  is,  in  the  present  case,  that  forty  should  be  lotted 
Q%  independently  of  vacancies  before  created.  This 
construction  appears  to  me  equally  unreasonable  with 
the  first  Suppose  the  original  body  to  have  been 
reduced  by  vacancies  as  low  as  forty;  then,  if  forty  had 
retired,  none  of  the  original  vestry  would  have  been  left 
after  the  first  election ;  and  the  statute  gives  no  power 
for  filling  up  the  number,  except  by  the  election  of  the 
forty  new  vestrymen.  The  third  and  only  remaining 
construction  must  therefore  be  adopted;  that  is,  that 
the  fraction  to  be  lotted  off  is  to  be  estimated  upon  the 
number  of  then  existing  vestrymen.  This  is  what  has 
been  actually  done.  With  respect  to  the  method  of 
taking  the  poll,  it  is  said  that  the  four  districts  of  this 
parish  satisfy  the  words  <<  divided  for  other  purposes.'' 
But  it  is  sufficiently  explained  in  the  affidavits  that  this 
is  merely  a  division  which  has  been  made  for  the  con- 
venience of  the  collectors,  and  that  it  may  be  varied  at 
any  time.    It  is  also  said  that  a  division  has  been  made 

by 
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by  the  annexation  of  a  part,  for  ecclesiastical  purposes,        1834. 
to  the  adjoininfr  parish.     But  that  is  not  a  division 

....  .  Th®  ^'»« 

^  into  districts; "  it  is  only  a  subtraction  of  a  part  from        against 

Tlie  Church* 

the  rest  of  the  parish.  Another  ground  of  objection  wardens  of 
was  the  alleged  want  of  qualification  of  some  of  the 
vestrymen,  under  the  twenty-sixth  section.  I  have  no 
doubt  of  the  construction  which  we  ought  to  give  to 
this  section.  It  is  not  impossible  that  the  framer  of  the 
clause  may  have  had  a  different  construction  in  view, 
in  the  several  cases  of  parishes  without  and  parishes 
within  the  metropolitan  police  district  He  may  have 
meant  that,  in  the  former  case,  the  rating  might  be  on 
the  land,  and  in  the  latter  on  the  house  only.  But  the 
rule  for  construing  a  statute  is,  to  collect  the  meaning 
from  its  grammatical  construction,  unless  that  leads  to 
an  incongruity.  Now,  by  the  words  of  this  section,  it 
is  sufficient  if  the  householder  be  rated  in  any  way;  it 
is  not  necessary  that  he  should  be  rated  in  respect  of 
the  subject  of  his  occupation.  As  to  this,  the  provision 
IS  the  same  for  parishes  in  the  country  or  in  town ; 
there  are  no  words  prescribing  that  the  rating  shall  be 
on  the  subject  of  the  occupation.  I  know  that,  in  &ct, 
persons  are  rated  for  property  which  they  do  not 
occupy,  and  therefore  I  construe  the  statute  as  com* 
prehending  a  rating  upon  any  property.  Sir  James 
Scarlett  argues  that  the  later  part  of  the  clause  respecting 
parishes  not  within  the  metropolitan  police  district, 
shews  that  the  rate  must  be  on  the  property  occupied ; 
for  that  the  words  **  rated  or  assessed"  must  be  re- 
ferred to  the  immediate  antecedents,  <^  houses,  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments.''  That  appears  to  me  not 
to  be  admissible;  houses  are  not  themselves  legally  the 

H  2  subject 


100  CASES  IN  EASTER  TERM 

18S4.       subject  of  the  poor  rate;  and,  therefore,  it  is  fair  to 

'    ~       refer  the  words  "rated  or  assessed**  to  "occupier,*' 
The  KiMO  '^ 

ogoinst        ffom  which   no  incongruity   will  follow.      I  find  no 
The  Church-  ° 

wardens  of     express  provision  that  the  rate  shall  be  in  respect  of  the 
St^Famckai. 

property  occupied ;  and  1  cannot  infer  such  an  intention. 

Certainly  the  clause  is  inaccurately  expressed.  But, 
supposing  some  of  the  vestrymen  to  be  improperly 
elected,  from  want  of  qualification,  it  is  clearly  my 
opinion  that  there  would  still  be  no  ground  for*  issuing 
thb  mandamus.  The  election  would  be  void  so  far 
only;  there  would  have  been  elected  less  than  forty,  by 
the  number  not  duly  qualified.  The  mandamus  should, 
therefore,  direct  the  supplying  this  number  only :  and 
this  disposes  of  so  much  of  the  objection  as  relates  to 
the  persons  who  have  become  qualified  only  since  the 
election.  I  think  these  persons  were  not  duly  elected;  but 
that  does  not  make  the  whole  proceeding  void :  such  a 
construction  would  entail  most  serious  consequences 
upon  corporations*  Supposing  one  of  a  common 
council  were  illegally  elected,  it  would  be  monstrous  to 
say  that  all  elected  at  the  same  time  were  badly  elected. 
The  objection  respecting  the  oath  is  disposed  of  by 
the  fact,  that  the  oath  is  no  longer  applicable.  It  was 
imposed  to  secure  the  existence  of  a  particular  qualifi- 
cation in  the  persons  acting;  the  qualification  is  now 
changed,  and  the  evidence  of  it  is  different  I  am  there- 
fore clearly  of  opinion  that  this  mandamus  ought  not 
to  issue^  and  that  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Patteson  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule 
ought  to  be  discharged.  The  question,  as  to  the  proper 
number  to  be  lotted  o£P,  has  already  been  fully  gone 

into. 
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into.    I  quite  agree  iD  the  view  taken  of  it  by  the  rest        1834. 

of  the   Court.    Of  the  three  possible  constructions,       ' 

'^  The  Kiwo 

two  are  inadmissible;  the  third  must,  therefore,   be        agawMt 

The  Cbarch- 

adopted,  which  is  that  actually  followed.  The  objec-  wardeoiof 
tion  arising  from  the  four  divbions  for  the  collection 
of  rates,  is  answered  by  the  &ct.  They  appear  not 
to  be  properly  divisions  in  the  sense  in  which  the  word 
is  used  in  the  act  Then  as  to  the  ecclesiastical  se- 
paration: in  the  first  place,  the  separation  was  not 
made  Ull  after  the  first  election  complained  of;  and  in 
the  second  place,  all  that  has  been  done  is  the  taking 
of  one  part  away  from  the  rest,  which  may  be  done  in 
many  ways,  either  under  the  church  building  acts,  or 
for  other  purposes.  But  here  is  no  division  of  the 
parish.  I  certainly  find  some  difficulty  in  construing 
the  section  relating  to  the  qualification.  It  is  worded  in 
a  singular  manner.  One  is  in  the  habit  of  construing 
acts  of  parliament  on  the  supposition  that  where  the 
framers  use  different  words  they  mean  different  things. 
That  is  not  so  here,  as  to  one  part  at  least  In  the 
beginning  of  the  section,  one  qualification  is,  being  rated 
or  assessed  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  simply,  not  the  poor 
of  the  parish;  and  the  amount  is  to  be  10/.  simply,  not 
10/.  per  annum ;  yet  we  must  believe  that  the  meaning 
of  these  words  was  the  same  as  that  of  the  words  at  the 
end  of  the  section,  where  the  poor  are  expressly  spoken 
of  as  the  poor  of  the  parish,  and  where  the  words  "  per 
annum"  are  inserted.  We  cannot,  therefore,  construe 
the  sentence  quite  strictly.  The  difficulty  arises  as  to 
the  intermediate  clause,  in  which  the  word  "  occupier" 
is  used.  I  have  great  doubts,  whether  it  was  not  meant 
to  apply  **  rated"  to  the  immediate  antecedent,  though 
H  3  legally 


102 


CASES  IN  EASTER  TERM 


1834. 

The  Kino 

TlieChiirGfa- 
wardensof 

St.  PAVCBAg, 


legally  a  house  cannot  be  rated.  Bat  I  see  that  this 
part  of  the  section  applies  to  those  parishes  only  which 
are  not  in  the  metropolitan  police  district  And  taking 
by  itseli^  as  you  must,  the  clause  respecting  the  parishes 
within  that  district,  no  diflSculty  arises.  It  is  admitted, 
that  the  parties  are  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  on  a 
rental  of  the  required  amount,  and  that  they  are  resident 
householders.  •  But  as  to  those  vestrymen,  who  were 
not  rated  on  the  required  amount  till  after  the  election, 
I  am  of  opinion  that^they  are  not  qualified,  and  ought 
not  to  act,  or  be  allowed  to  attend.  A  mandamus  might 
go  to  compel  the  filling  up  of  these  places:  but  the  man- 
damus here  applied  for,  is  for  filling  up  all  the  places. 
Now,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  whole  election  is  bad, 
because  some  are  in  the  body  who  ought  not  to  be  there. 
As  to  the  oath,  the  law  compels  no  impossibility ;  and 
here  the  administration  of  the  oath  is  an  impossibility. 

Rule  discharged. 


Gale  against  Capern. 


as^ 


Tktartdayt 

A  plea  of  see* 

off  tuted,  that 

the  plaintiff 

made  hii  pro- 

miasory  note 

payable  to  A^ 

C, » which  waa 

duly  indorsed 

and  delivered 

to  the  defend- 

ant  after  A* 

C. 's  death,  b^ 

A.  ay  administrator,  and  was  unpaid.     Replication^  that  the  supposed  cause  of  set-off  on 

the  said  note  did  not  accrue  to  defendant  within  six  years,  in  manner  and  form,  &e. : 

Held,  that  this  replication  admitted,  not  only  the  making  of  the  note,  but  the  indorse^ 
ment  of  it  to  the  defendant  by  A,  C.*s  administrator;  and  that  the  defendant  might,  there* 
fore,  aTail  himself  of  memorandums  of  the  payment  of  interest,  written  on  the  note  by  A. 
C.  (before  Lord  Tenterden*3  act,)  to  bar  the  statute  of  limitations. 

Ann 


DECLARATION  (of  Michaelmas  term  18S2)  in 

sumpsit  on  an  award.  Plea  of  set-o£^  stating, 
among  other  things,  that  the  plaintiff.was  indebted  to 
the  defendant  in  the  sum  of,  &c«,  upon  a  prcmiissory 
note^  dated  the  4th  of  February  1826,  made  by  the 
plaintiff;   and  whereby  the  plaintiff  promised  to  pay 
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6au 
Camkh. 


Ami  Cdt/brd^  in  her  lifetimei  or  order,  lOCM.,  with  1834. 
interest  at  5  per  ceot,  on  demand,  which  promissory 
note,  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit  and  after 
the  death  of  Ann  Catfbrd^  to  wit,  &c^  was,  in  due 
manner,  indorsed  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  by 
Robert  Pincj  who  was  then  the  administrator  of  A»  C, 
with  her  will  annexed,  and  which  promissory  note 
remains  unpaid.  Replication,  **  that  the  said  supposed 
debt  and  cause  of  set-off  upon  the  said  promissory  note 
did  not,  nor  did  any  part  thereof,  arise  or  accrue  to  the 
defendant  at  any  time  within  six  years  next  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  in  manner  and  form  as  the 
defendant  hath  in  his  plea  in  that  behalf  alleged.'* 
Issue  thereon.  At  the  trial  before  Bosanquet  J.,  at  the 
last  Exeter  assises,  the  note  was  produced,  correspond- 
ing  with  the  statement  in  the  plea.  There  was  a  sub* 
scribing  witness  to  the  signature ;  and  on  the  back  of 
the  note  were  the  following  indorsements:  —  <<  1827, 
April  5th.  Received,  for  one  year*s  interest,  51.  A  Cat" 
Jbrd/*  1828,  March  31.  A  similar  indorsement.  And, 
^  Pay  Thomas  Capem^  or  order.  Bobt.  Pine:'  The 
indorsements  of  interest  paid  were  proved  to  be  in  the 
band-*writing  of  Ann  Catfordt  but  no  witness  was  called 
to  prove  the  making  of  the  note,  or  the  indorsement  of 
it  by  Pine  to  Capem  /  and  the  learned  Judge  was  of 
opinion  that  they  were  admitted  by  the  pleadings. 
The  note  turned  the  balance  of  account  in  fitvour  of  the 
defendant,  who  therefore  had  a  verdict ;  but  leave  was 
given  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifl^  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  further  evidence  ought 
to  have  been  produced  of  the  making  and  indorsing  of 
the  note. 

H  4  ilfootf^. 
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18S4«  Moody^  in  this  term,  moved  accordingly.     The  in* 

dorsements  by  Ann  Catfbrd  do  not  prove  that  the  &- 

againA  faidaut  had  a  cause  of  action  or  set-off  within  six 
years.  Perhaps  the  repkcation  might  amount  to  an 
admission  that  the  note  existed,  and  might  render  it 
unnecessary  to  call  the  subscribing  witness ;  but  it  did 
not  supply  the  place  of  proof  that  Pine  indorsed  the 
note^  and  had  authority  to  do  so,  as  administrator  with 
the  will  annexed :  and  these  iacts  are  put  in  issue  by 
the  replication  stating,  that  the  cause  of  set-off  did  not 
accrue  to  the  defendant  in  manner  and  form,  &c.  If 
the  present  defendant  had  sued  upon  the  note,  and 
the  statute  of  limitations  had  been  pleaded,  evidence 
on  his  part  that  Ann  Catford  received  interest  on  the 
note  within  six  years,  would  not  have  been  sufficient 
to  shew  that  a  cause  of  action  accrued  to  him  within 
that  time.  ILittledale  J.  Does  not  a  replication  in 
this  form  admit  that,  but  for  the  statute,  the  de- 
fendant's claim  would  be  right?  Patteson  J.  The  plea 
is,  that  the  said  supposed  cause  of  set-off  did  not  accrue 
within  six  years.  Is  not  that  an  admission  that  it  did 
accrue  at  some  time,  though  earlier?]  If  the  defendant's 
right  were  proved  to  have  existed  before  the  fact  relied 
upon  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  such  an  argu- 
ment might  be  used:  but  that  is  not  so  here,  because 
the  administration  by  Pine^  and  his  indorsement,  are 
subsequent  to  the  indorsements  of  the  receipt  of  in- 
terest, and  are  in  no  way  proved  by  them.  [Po//^- 
son  J.  If  an  acknowledgment  was  made  within  the  six 
years  to  the  then  holder,  does  not  it  follow,  from  the 
negotiable  nature  of  the  instrument,  that  a  subsequent 
holder  may  avail  himself  of  that  acknowledgment,  in  an 
action  upon  the  note  ?    Littledale  J.  It  b  the  misfortune 

of 
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of  a  plaintifl^  in  such  a  case,   that  he  cannot  reply        1834; 
double.     If  he  had  had  to  make  the  same  defence  by  ^^^ 

vay  of  plea,  he  might  have  pleaded  both  the  statute  of  against 
limitations  and  the  general  issue.]  Here,  if  the  replica* 
tion  is  in  effect  a  traverse  on  both  the  points,  it  is  good, 
not  being  demurred  to  as  double.  [Parke  J.  If  you 
meant  to  deny  that  the  set-ofi^  accrued  to  the  defendant 
at  all,  you  should  have  replied  something  equivalent  to 
the  general  issue.  The  replication,  as  it  stands,  is  as  if 
a  party  had  declared  upon  the  note,  and  you  had  replied 
the  statute  of  limitations  only,  and  not  nil  debet,  or  non 
assumpsit.  UttledaleJ.  If  a  holder  of  such  a  note  had 
declared  upon  it,  stating  that  he  was  indorsee  of  an 
administrator  of  the  payee,  and  you  had  pleaded  actio 
non  accrevit  infra  sex  annos,  would  not  that  have  ad- 
mitted the  indorsing  of  the  note?] 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 

the  Ck>urt.    This  was  an  action  on  a  promissory  note, 

to  which  a  set-off  was  pleaded,  stating  fully  the  contents 

of  the  note^  and  that  after  the  death  of  the  payee,  it  was 

indorsed  and  delivered  by  her  administrator  to  the 

defendant.      The  plaintiff  replied  that  the   supposed 

debt  and  cause  of  set-off  upon  the  said  note,  did  not 

accrue  to  the  defendant  within   six  years  before  the 

commencement  of  the  action,  in  manner  and  form,  &c. 

The  question  is,  whether  this  be  not  a  virtual  admission 

that  the  action  did  accrue  at  some  time  in  the  manner 

alleged*     We  think  that,  the  note  being  so  fully  set  out 

in  the  plea  of  set-off,  the  effect  of  the  replication  was, 

that  the  plaintiff  did  so  admit:   and  the  case  was  so 

presented  to  the  jury  by  the  learned  Judge  at  the  trial. 

Rule  refused. 
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ntir«%,  Wilkinson  against  Bters. 

Jprii  84tfa. 

\¥hm  9R  A  SSUMPSIT.    The  declaration  stated  that  an  action 

CTmmy^^  for  had  been  commenced  and  prosecuted  in  the  Palace 

Si^iu^>  pay-  Court  by  Thotiuu  Bimmer,  as  the  defendant's  attorney^ 

SfeDdttit^oraa  "^  ^®  name  of  the  defendant,  against  the  plaintifl^  for 

■fJT^^|!'*  the  recovery  of  a  certain  sum,  to  wit,  13L  IO5.,  alleged 

such  demmd,  to  be  due  from  plaintiff  to  defendant,  which  action  was 

is  m  good  coD- 

■iderttion for •  depending^  and  costs  had  been  incurred  therein:  and 

pronuM  by  Um 

plaintiff  10  iuj  thereupon,  in  consideration  that  plaintiff  would  pay  de- 

^dpi^'^  fendant  the  said  sum  of  IS/.  lO^.,  defendant  promised 

^^Dd!per  plaintiff  to  settle  with  the  said  attorney  for  the  costs  of 

mnlbUie*'  ^®  action,  and  to  indemnify  plaintiff  and  bear  him 

dUted  d^^^!mdl  ^^°*^®*®  fr^°*  ^^  same.     Averment,  that  plaintiff  con- 

tbe  ssnw  pro-  fiding,  *&c.,  paid  defendant  the  said  sum,  which  he 

— *--  — -^^  in 


considention     accepted;  but  that  defendant  did  not  s^e  with  the 

of  tbe  psTinent 

of  such  demand,  attorney,  &c»,  by  means  and  in  consequence  whereof 
lTL  acdon  of  ^^  attorney  proceeded  with  the  action,  and  judgment 
whera^e  ^^  signed  against  plainti£^  and  he  was  obliged  to  pay 
bST^ch  tb^t  '''  ^^"  ^^'  ^^^  ®^  ^^^  action,  and  St  for  costs  of  en- 
*^^^»«»*  deavouring  to  set  the  judgment  aside,  of  which  de- 
proowdings  if    fendant,  on,  &c.  had  notice,  but  that  he  did  not  nor 

the  plalntSr 

attempted  to  would  indemnify  plaintLB^  &c.  Plea,  the  general  issue. 
At  the  trial  before  PatUson  J^  at  the  sittings  in  Middk- 
ux  after  Trinity  term  1833,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff 
had  employed  the  defendant  (who  carried  on  business  as 
a  wood-turner)  to  do  work  for  him;  that  Simmer^  as  the 
defendant's  attorney,  served  the  now  plaintiff  with  a  writ 
at  the  suit  of  the  present  defendant;  and  that  a  convers- 
ation afterwards  passed  between  the  parties  at  the  plain- 
tiff's 


go  cm 
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titra  house,  which  the  son  of  the  latter  stated  in  evidence       I8S4. 
as  follows :  -—  •*  My  father  expressed  his  surprise  that  he 
should  have  been  treated  in  that  peremptory  manner*        •e^tbui 
Byers  said  be  had  given  no  orders  that  he  should  be 
treated  in  that  way;  that  he  had  desired  the  attorney  to 
write  a  letter  demanding  payment  of  the  balance  due^ 
and  that  was  all  the  instructions  he  had  given :  he  was 
extremely  sorry  such  conduct  had  been  pursued  by  his 
attorney  he  having  worked  for  my  father  many  years, 
and  having  no  just  cause  of  complaint  My  &ther  offered 
to  pay  him  the  amount  of  the  balance  of  the  debt,  and, 
taking  into  consideration  the  unjustifiable  nature  of  the 
proceedings,  would  not  he  himself  settle  with  his  attor- 
ney ?  to  which  Byers  readily  assented  for  the  reason  that 
he^'ByerSf  himself  would  not  pay  any  things  he  not  having 
given  instructions.    The  money  was  paid,  and  a  receipt 
signed  by  ^ers.    Subsequendy  Byers  said  he  would  go 
immediately  to  Simmer  and  setde  the  question  of  costs.'' 
Another  witness,  deposing  to  the  same  conversation, 
staled  the  defendant  to  have  said,  that  if  the  plaintiff 
would  pay  him  the  money,  as  he  was  in  particular  want 
of  it  that  day,  he  would  settle  the  lawyer^s  expenses,  and 
the  plaintiff  should  come  to  no  trouble  about  it.    The 
receipt  given  by  the  defendant  was  as  follows :  -—  '*  Re- 
ceived, March  30th  18S2,  of  Mr.  Wilkinson^  the  sum  of 
l$L  10s»f  balance  of  account  to  this  day.    Jokn  Byers!* 
The  costs  at  this  time  amounted  to  12.  45.    The  de« 
fendant  refused  to  pay  them  to  the  attorney,  alleging 
that  he  had  not  authorised  him  to  issue  the  writ,  upon 
which  the  further  proceedings  ensued,  which  were  stated 
in  the  declaration.     Upon  these  &cts  a  verdict  was 
Ibund  for  the  now  plaintiff,  with  10/.  18^  damages,  but 
leave  was  given  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  on  the 

ground 
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1834;  groutid  that  the  payment  being  merely  the  discharge  of 
an  admitted  debt,  was  no  consideration  for  a  promise  by 

agmn  the  creditor  to  the  debtor.  A  ride  nisi  was  afterwards 
obtained  for  entering  a  nonsuit,  or  for  reducing  the 
damages  to  1/L  4«. 

Sir  James  Scarlett  and  Piatt  now  shewed  cause.  The 
objection,  if  any,  is  on  the  record.  Assuming  that  the 
declaration  was  sustainable,  of  which  no  question  is 
made,  the  evidence  was  sufficient  As  to  the  particular 
objection  taken,  the  evidence  here  shewed  a  contractf 
good  in  all  its  parts,  and  consistent  with  recognised 
practice*  It  constantly  happens  that  a  verdict  is  entered 
by  consent,  in  consideration  that  no  costs  shall  be  taxed; 
and  if  a  party  attempted  afterwards  to  tax  costs,  the 
Court  would  stay  the  proceedings.  That  cannot  be 
bad  as  a  contract  between  parties,  which  the  Court  is  in 
the  daily  habit  of  enforcing.  Supposing  the  whole 
demand  to  be  really  due,  the  plaintiff  avoids  delay  and 
risk,  and  the  loss  of  extra  costs,  by  a  compromise  of 
this  nature.  It  .is,  therefore,  a  good  consideration ;  and 
if  there  be  any,  it  is  sufficient ;  the  Court  will  not  look 
into  the  adequacy  of  it.  If  the  creditor  agreed  to  allow 
a  discount  for  immediate  payment,  such  a  consideration 
for  the  allowance  would  be  good ;  and  this  is  the  same  in 
principle.  If  a  creditor,  after  action  brought,  were  to 
say  to  the  debtor,  *^  Pay  me  now,  and  I  will  take  no 
costs,"  the  contract  would  be  one  which  the  debtor 
might  enforce.  It  is  true  it  could  not  be  effectual 
without  the  sanction  of  the  attorney;  but  that  makes 
no  difference  in  the  case,  considered  as  between  the 
parties. 


Btbrs. 
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Kdfy,  contri.  The  question  is  not  on  the  record.  1834. 
The  consideration  there  stated  is  the  payment  of  a  debt  ' 
alleged  to  be  due;  but  it  is  clear,  upon  the  evidence,  againsi 
that  the  debt  was  undisputed.  Giving  up  a  defence 
against  a  disputable  claim  may  be  a  good  consideration 
for  a  promise;  but  payment  of  an  admitted  debt  is 
none.  In  the  former  case,  undoubtedly,  the  Court 
would  not  suffer  its  process  to  be  used  against  good 
fiuth,  nor  would  it  enquire  minutely  into  the  adequacy 
of  the  consideration ;  but  in  the  latter  no  such  con- 
sideration can  arise ;  and  to  say  that  it  can  be  raised  by 
any  probable  difficulty  or  delay  in  the  prosecution  of 
the  claim,  is  a  &llacy.  If  it  be  clear  that  the  party  is 
legally  bound  to  pay,  the  question  whether  payment  can 
be  extorted  from  him  in  a  shorter  or  longer  time  cannot 
affect  the  sufficiency  of  the  payment  as  a  consideration. 
In  &/».  N.  P.  tit.  Assumpsit^  sect  1.,  it  is  laid  down  that 
^  the  mere  performance  of  an  act  which  the  party  ^^ 
by  law  bound  to  perform,  is  not  a  sufficient  consider- 
ation. Hence  a  promise  made  by  the  master,  when  a 
ship  was  in  distress,  to  pay  an  extra  sum  to  a  mariner 
as  an  inducement  to  extraordinary  exertion  on  his  part, 
has  been  holden  to  be  void;  because  a  seaman  is 
bound  to  exert  himself  to  the  utmost  in  the  service 
of  the  ship;"  to  which  point  Harris  v.  Watson  {a)  is 
cited.  {Parke  J.  How  does  it  appear  that  the  demand 
here  was  not  upon  a  quantum  meruit  ?  In  that  case, 
payment  of  less  than  the  sum  claimed  would  be  a 
consideration  for  a  promise  by  the  plaintiff.]  The 
declaration  states  that  the  defendant  had  sued  the 
plaintiff  for  a  certain  sum,  to'  wit,  \3U  105.;  and,  in 

(a)  Tedke,  N.  P,  C  78. 

con- 
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18S4*  ooQsideratkni  that  the  plaintiff  wonid  pay  the  defendant 
the  said  sum  of  1S2.  lOs.,  he  promised,  &c. :  and  the 
evidence  shews  that  a  specific  sum,  the  bahince  of 
account  between  the  parties,  and  no  other,  was  in 
question.  iLittiedale  J.  In  Reynolds  v.  Finhxme  (a), 
the  declaration  stated,  that  whereas  the  defendant  had 
recovered  5/.  against  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant,  in  con- 
sideration of  4/.  given  him  by  the  plaintiff,  undertook 
to  acknowledge  satisfiiction  of  the  judgment  before  such 
a  day;  and  it  was  demurred  to,  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  no  consideration,  but  the  Court  held  other- 
wise; **  for  it  is  a  benefit  unto  him  to  have  it  without 
suit  or  charge ;  and  it  may  be,  there  was  error  in  the 
record,  so  as  the  party  might  have  avoided  it"]  If 
in  this  case  there  was  room  for  doubt,  whether  error 
might  not  have  been  brought  on  the  record,  the  reason- 
ing in  the  case  cited  was  applicable;  and  so  i^  in  an 
earlier  stage  of  the  cause,  a  doubt  had  existed  whether 
or  not  the  debt  was  due.  But  here  no  doubt  existed ; 
the  debt  was  due  or  it  was  not,  and  the  plaintiff  ad- 
nutted  it;  then  in  paying  it,  he  only  discharged  a  duty. 
[Parke  J.  It  is  not  clearly  made  out  that  there  was  a 
specific  demand  of  132.  105.  previous  to  the  agreement. 
The  plaintiff  admitted  a  liability  to  pay  what  the  de- 
fendant claimed  as  his  balance;  but  that  admission  is 
to  be  coupled  with  the  &ct,  that  the  defendant  at  the 
same  time  agreed  to  pay  his  own  costs ;  and  it  does  not 
appear  from  the  whole,  that  the  sum  of  ISA  105.  was  a 
sum  originally  demanded  by  the  defendant,  or  due  from 
the  plaintiff]  The  case  leaves  no  room  for  conjecture 
as  to  this.    The  sum  of  IS/.  105.  stated  in  the  declar- 

(a)  CfOn  £lw.  429. 

ation, 
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Ill 


alioD,  IB  the  sum  paid  by  the  plaintiff  as  due  on  his  part, 
and  admitted  by  the  defendant  in  conTersation,  and  by 
his  reoeipt»  to  be  the  balance  claimable  by  him.  IPatie  J. 
It  might  have  been  paid  on  a  quantum  meruit  In  the 
absence  of  evidence^  are  we  to  assume  that  there  was  a 
demand  certain  ?  To  support  your  case,  there  should 
have  been  a  demand  about  which  there  was  no  dispute, 
and  for  a  spedfied  sum.]  If  there  was  a  doubt  upon 
this,  it  should  have  gone  to  the  jury.  But  if  the  de- 
mand was  uncertain  at  first,  it  became  certain  when  the 
parties  had  agreed  to  fix  it  at  13/.  IO5.  IParke  J.  That 
agreement  was  on  a  condition.  Patieson  J.  The  de- 
fendant's undertaking  as  to  the  costs  forms  part  of  the 
same  transaction.]  The  '^sum''  or  ^balance  due," 
and  13/.  IO5.,  appear  as  convertible  terms  throughout 
the  proceeding,  and  there  is  no  proof  that  the  parties 
ever  had  any  discussion  on  the  subject 


18S4v 


LiTTLEDALE  J.  (a)  I  should  prefer  taking  the  case 
as  it  has  just  been  put  by  Mr.  Kelb/f  viz.  that  the  sum 
of  13/.  lOs.  was  (Mriginally  due  from  the  plainti£^  and 
was  not  fixed  by  arrangement  at  the  time  of  the  bargain 
in  question.  And,  viewing  it  so,  I  still  think  the  plain* 
tiff  is  entitled  to  recover.  Bet/nplds  v.  Pinhowe  (b)  is  a 
direct  authority  on  this  pomt.  There  is  indeed  another 
case,  Dtjcon  v.  Adams  (c),  in  the  same  volume  of  reports, 
which  may  appear  contradictory.  But  the  promise  there 
was  of  a  very  difierent  nature  from  that  in  the  preced- 
ing case  and  in  this.  There  the  obligee  of  a  bond  had 
judgment  on  scire  facias  against  the  bail,  <<  and  he, 
without  other  process,  paid  the  condemnation  money ; 


(a)  Loid  Denman  C.  J.  was  at  the  Friry  CoundL 
(ft)  On.  EHx.  489.  (c)  Cro.  Mm.  658. 


and 


Btxm. 
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1384.       and  Adams  (the  obligee),  in  conjlderadone  inde^  ais- 
sumed  to  Diican  (the  bail)  to  deliver  unto  him  the  prin- 
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agamst  cipal  obligation,  and  a  letter  of  attorney  to  sue  it  against 
J.D.*^  (the  obligor):  and  it  was  held  not  a  sufficient 
consideration,  *'  for  Dixon  had  not  done  any  act  whereto 
the  law  would  not  have  compelled  him."  And  if  the 
promise,  as  in  that  case,  be  to  do  a  coUatend  thing,  the 
consideraticm  may  be  insufficient*  But  here  the  debtor 
says,  ^'  You  have  sued  me  for  a  debt,  and  may  have 
trouble  in  recovering  it;  if  you  will  forego  the  costs" 
(for  the  stipulation  as  to  paying  the  attorney  amounts 
merely  to  that)  "  I  will  pay  the  debt  now,"  If  the 
creditor  agreed  to  these  terms,  he  could  not  afterwards 
enforce  payment  of  the  costs.  To  do  so,  he  must  have 
proceeded  to  final  judgment ;  but  it  would  have  been 
against  his  duty  and  against  law  to  take  that  course. 
We  are  not  now  taking  into  consideration  the  rights  of 
the  attorney,  in  respect  of  his 'lien  for  costs;  but,  look- 
ing at  the  case  as  between  the  parties,  if,  after  such  an 
undertaking,  the  plaintiff  attempted  to  go  on  with  the 
action,  it  would  be  a  breach  of  faith,  and  a  contempt, 
and  the  Court  would  stay  the  proceedings.  A  promise 
which  the  Court  would  enforce,  by  restraining  the 
plamtiff  from  proceeding  contrary  to  the  terms  entered 
into,  cannot  be  treated  here  as  a  promise  made  on  in- 
sufficient consideration,  and  is  quite  unlike  an  under- 
taking to  do  something  merely  collateral,  as  in  the  case 
of  Diaon  v.  Adams  (a).  I  therefore  think  the  rule  must 
be  discharged. 

Parke  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    It  is  not 
necessary  to  consider  the  case  on  the  ground  upon 

(a)  Cn.Eiiz.5S8, 

which 
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whidi  it  has  been  put  by  my  brother  IMUeiaie^  though  18S4. 
as  to  that  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  I  differ  in  opinion. 
But  the  case  may  be  decided  shortly  on  this  ground. 
If  an  action  be  brought  on  a  quantum  meruit,  and  the 
defendant  agree  to  pay  a  less  sum  than  the  demand  in 
full>  that  is  a  good  consideration  for  a  promise  by  the 
plaintiff  to  pay  his  own  costs,  and  proceed  no  further. 
Payment  of  a  less  sum  than  the  demand  has  been  held 
to  be  no  satisfaction  in  the  case  of  a  liquidated  debt; 
but  where  the  debt  is  unliquidated,  it  is  sufficient. 
Now  here,  we  cannot  say  that  there  was  originally  any 
eertun  demand.  A  jury,  if  asked,  could  not,  in  my 
opinion,  have  said  so.  In  the  great  majority  of  actions 
of  this  nature^  for  work,  labour,  and  goods  sold,  it  is 
not  a  specific  snm  that  forms  the  subject-matter  of  the 
action :  and,  unless  that  could  have  been  shewn  in  the 
present  case,  there  was  a  good  consideration  for  the 
promise. 

Pattesok  J.     I  am  of  the   same  opinion.     If  a 
question  bad  been  raised  upon  the  record,  the  words 
^*  a  certain  alleged  debt"  would  have  been  a  complete 
answer  to  the  defendant's  objection :  and,  indeed,  this 
seems  almost  admitted.     It  is  consistent  with  the  de- 
daration,  that  there  may  have  been  a  dispute  between 
the  parties  as  to  tlie  sum  actually  due.    The  answer 
attempted  is,  that  the  evidence  shewed  the  contrary. 
Bnt,  looking  to  the  whole  evidence,  I  think  that  is  not 
so.     The  expressions  of  the  plaintiff's  son  do  not  sup- 
port that  view  of  the  case ;  and  it  appears  that  the  de- 
fendant admitted  having  instructed  his  attorney  to  write 
a  letter,  which  is  not  usually  done  where  the  party  is 
considered  able  to  pay,  unless  there  be  some  dispute 
Vol.  I.  I  as 
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Wilkinson 
against 
Byxm* 


as  to  the  sum.  I  do  not  say  that  I  differ  from  my 
Brother  Littiedale  in  his  view  of  the  case,  supposing 
that  there  had  been  an  admitted  demand,  though  on  that 
point  I  am  not  quite  sure.  But  it  is  unnecessary  to 
go  that  length,  because  it  is  not  clear,  in  my  opinion, 
that  there  was  a  settled  and  admitted  demand.  There 
is  no  ground  for  the  reduction  of  damages :  the  de- 
fendant, to  fulfil  his  promise  to  the  plaintiff,  might  have 
paid  the  IZ.  4&  to  the  attorney,  and  afterwards  disputed 
the  matter  with  him.  Whether  the  Palace  Court  were 
right  or  not,  in  refusing  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  it  was 
by  the  defendant's  own  act  that  costs  exceeding  IL  4& 
were  incurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


WooLWAY  against  Rowe. 

nPRESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's 

close  called  Scorhill  and  spoiling  the  herbage,  &c. 

Plea,  the  general  issue.     At  the  trial  before  BosanquetJ^ 

at  the  last  Spring  assizes  for  Dewnshire^  it  appeared 


Thunday, 
April  24tb. 

Declarations 
respecting  the 
subject-matter 
of  a  cause,  by 
a  person  who. 
at  the  time  of 
making  them, 

InterMt  inTuch   ^^^  ^®  plaintiff  claimed  the  close  in  question  as  part  of 

matter  as  one 
of  the  parties 
now  has,  are 
admissible  in 
evidence 
against  that 
party,  though 
the  maker  of 
tliem  is  alive, 
and  might  be 
called  &>  a 


his  estate  i  but  the  defendant  alleged  that  it  was  part  of 
the  waste  of  a  manor,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  no 
interest  in  it  but  a  right  of  turning  on  cattle.  In 
support  of  his  case  the  defendant  called  the  son  of  a 
person  who  had  formerly  been  proprietor  of  the  estate 
now  held  by  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  his  father,  while 

witness. 

On  the  question  whether  certain  land  be  part  of  the  plaintiff's  estate,  or  waste  of  the 
manor,  a  perambulation  of  such  manor,  by  the  lord,  including  the  land  in  question,  is 
evidence,  as  shewing  an  assertion  of  ownership  by  the  lord,  though  it  be  not  proved  that 
any  person  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  was  present  at  the  perambulation,  or  knew  of  it. 
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possessed  of  the  property,  had  a  right  of  common  on  18S4. 
Scerhitt  down,  the  close  in  question,  but  never  claimed  j; 
any  interest  in  it  beyond  that  right,  which  was  equally  en-  agmnu 
joyed  hy  his  fellow-parishioners ;  and  that  the  witness  had 
beard  him  say  that  he  had  no  right  to  inclose  the  down* 
The  father  was  alive  (and  in  court);  and  it  was  objected 
that,  as  he  himself  might  have  been  called,  evidence  of 
his  declarations  was  inadmissible.  The  learned  Judge 
received  the  evidence.  The  defendant  also  called  the 
lord  of  the  manor,  who  stated  that,  about  sixteen  years 
back,  shordy  after  he  became  lord,  he  made  a  perambu- 
lation of  the  manor  and  included  in  it  the  close  in 
question.  Upon  this  occasion  he  caused  notice  to  be 
given,  by  a  paper  fixed  on  the  church-door  of  the 
adjoining  parish,  that  he  intended,  on  a  certain  day,  to 
perambulate  Gidleigh  parish  and  common,  Gidleigh 
common  being  the  waste  of  which  the  close  in  question 
was  alleged  to  be  part.  Some  neighbouring  farmers 
and  others,  to  the  number  of  twenty  or  thirty,  were 
present  at  the  perambulation,  and  a  discussion  took 
places  in  one  part  of  it,  with  the  parishioners  of  the* 
adjoining  parish ;  but  it  did  not  appear  that  the  peram- 
bulation was  attended  by  the  owner  of  the  estate  now 
hdd  by  the  plaintiff,  or  any  person  on  his  behalf.  A 
similar  proceeding  took  place  about  four  years  back. 
It  was  objected  that  the  lord's  perambulations  of  his 
own  manor,  under  such  circumstances  as  these,  could 
not  be  received  as  evidence  against  the  plaintiff.  The 
learned  Judge  held  the  evidence  admissible,  though  of 
fittle  weight     The  defendant  had  a  verdict 

FcUetiy  on  a  former  day  of  this  term,  moved  for  a 
new  trial,  on  the  ground  that,  in  each  of  the  above 

I  2  instances. 


fiowi. 
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1834.       instances,  the  evidence  was  improperly  received.    As  to 
_.  the  first;  declarations  of  a  former  owner  of  the  same 

WOOLWAT 

agamsi  property,  made  against  his  interest  at  the  time,  are 
admissible  in  evidence  if  he  be  dead ;  but  there  is  no 
authority  for  their  being  held  so  while  he  is  living. 
Again,  declarations  of  a  person  identified  in  interest 
with  a  particular  party  are  admissible  as  evidence  against 
such  party,  though  the  person  making  them  be  alive,  if 
he  be  still  so  identified  in  interest  at  the  time  when  the 
evidence  is  offered ;  but  not  otherwise.  In  Bixrough  v. 
JVhite  (a)f  which  was  an  action  by  the  indorsee  of  a 
promissory  note  against  the  maker,  the  defendant  offered 
evidence  of  declarations  made  by  the  payee  while  he 
was  holder,  he  being  alive  and  present  at  the  trial:  but 
the  evidence  was  rejected  at  Nisi  PriuSf  and  this  Court 
approved  of  the  ruling*  [^Parie  J.  There  the  interest 
of  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  same  as  that  of  the  payee 
had  been*  Declarations  of  a  person  who  held  a  negoti-* 
able  security  under  the  same  circumstances  with  a  party 
to  tlie  action,  have  been  considered  admissible  against 
such  party ;  but  the  right  of  a  person  holding  by  a  good 
title  is  not  to  be  cut  down  by  the  acknowledgment  of  a 
former  holder  that  he  had  no  title.  In  the  case  cited, 
the  then  holder  had  a  better  title  than  the  party  whose 
declarations  were  referred  to.  In  the  present  case  I 
should  have  had  no  doubt  about  receiving  the  evidence. 
It  does  not  follow  that  it  was  inadmissible  because  the 
party  himself  might  have  been  called.]  The  testimony 
of  the  person  himself  would  have  been  the  best  evidence. 
In  Spargo  v.  Brawn  (&),  Bayley  J.  says,  ^*  The  general 
rule  is,  that  every  material  fact  must  be  proved  by 

{a)  4  P.  4  C.  325.  (6)  92?.  j^  C.  938. 

testimony 
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testimony  on  oath.  There  is  an  exception  to  that  rule,  1834*. 
▼iz.  that  the  declarations  of  a  party  to  the  record,  or  of 
one  identified  in  interest  with  him^  are,  as  against  such 
party,  admissible  in  evidence.  But,  generally  speaking, 
mere  declarations  not  upon  oath  are  not  evidence." 
And  LitUedale  J.  expresses  himself  in  the  same  manner. 
Where  the  party  is  identified  in  interest  at  the  time,  the 
declarations  are  those  of  a  person  for  whose  benefit  the 
action  is  brought  or  defended.  The  declarations  of  a 
privy  in  estate  are  only  receivable  when  he  is  dead. 
[^Patteson  J.  Have  you  looked  into  the  cases  on  this 
subject,  and  found  that  the  statement  of  a  person 
identified  in  interest  with  a  party  to  the  cause  has  never 
been  held  admissible  but  where  the  person  making  such 
statement  was  dead?  I  have  never  heard  the  point 
so  presented  before.  I  always  thought  the  party's 
interest  at  the  time  of  the  declaration  was  the  ground 
on  which  the  evidence  was  admitted.  In  one  instance, 
I  remember  an  attempt  on  the  circuit  to  introduce  the 
declaration  of  a  very  old  person,  still  living,  which  was 
rejected ;  but  that  was  offered  as  evidence  of  reputation. 
Parte  J.  The  point  taken  here  is  quite  new  to  me.] 
As  to  the  second  objection;  a  perambulation  by  the 
lord  of  what  he  considered '  to  be  his  manor  is  no 
*  evidence  unless  some  person  had  been  present  on 
behalf  of  the  party  whose  interest  was  to  be  affected  by 
it.  This  is  not  the  perambulation  of  a  parish  but  of  a 
private  estate.  IParke  J.  Treading  down  the  grass 
under  a  claim  of  right  would  be  an  act  done,  of  which 
evidence  might  be  given.  Patteson  J.  If  he  had  gone 
upon  the  land  and  dug  a  hole,  it  would  have  been 
admissible  evidence,  though  it  would,  in  reality,  have 
proved  nothing.]    Here  the  act  was  not  upon  the  land. 

I  8  And, 
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18S4f.        And,  although  it  proved  nothing,  the  formality  with 
which  it  was  done  might  have  an  undue  effect  upon  the 


WOOLWAT 

agttuut       jury. 

Bowk. 


Cur.  adv.  ndi* 


Iiord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court.  The  first  question  raised  in  this  case  was, 
whether  the  declarations  of  a  person  formerly  interested 
in  the  estate  now  the  plaintiff's,  were  admissible  in 
evidence,  when  the  party  himself  might  have  been 
called.  We  think  they  were  receivable,  on  the  ground 
of  identity  of  interest  The  fact  of  his  being  alive 
at  the  time  of  the  trial,  when  perhaps  his  memory  of 
facts  was  impaired,  and  when  his  interest  was  not  the 
same,  does  not,  in  our  opinion,  affect  the  admissibility  of 
those  declarations  which  he  formerly  made  on  the 
subject  of  his  own  rights.  The  second  point  was, 
whether  evidence  ought  to  have  been  received  of  per* 
ambulations  made  by  the  lord,  when  no  person  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff  was  present.  We  think  the 
evidence  was  receivable,  though  of  slight  Importance. 
The  land  now  in  question  was  included  in  the  per* 
ambulation,  and  the  lord  thereby  claimed  it  and  dealt 
with  it  as  his  own.  The  evidence  shewed  an  act  of 
ownership;  and  though  slight  in  its  effect,  it  might 
properly  go  to  the  jury.  There  will  therefore  be  no 
rule. 

Rule  refused. 
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Doe  on  the  several  Demises  of  Smith  and 
Payne  against  Webber. 

EJECTMENT.     At  the  trial  before  Bosanquet  J.  at  In  ejectment 
11  •  •  1-1.11  n    1       on  the  several 

the  last  spring  assizes  at  Exeter^  the  lessor  of  the  demises  of  a 
plaintiff  relied  on  the  title  of  Smithy  as  mortgagee  of  mortgagee^Uie 
Payne^   under   a   mortgage   executed   in    1815;   some  o^r'ed'to 
sliizht  evidence  was  also  given  to  shew  a  possession  by  P™^®  *****:  ^ 

o  .     ^  tr  J    seren  or  eight 

Payne  many   years   before.      The   defendant  claimed  years  back,  and 

,  ,  after  the  exe- 

under  the  will  of  Simon  Webber^  who  had  devised  the  cuum  of  the 

moitgage,  he 

premises  to  another  Simon  Webber  for  life,  remainder  to  brought  ejecu 

the  defendant  in  fee.     Simon  Webber^  the  devisee,  died  Se^mOTi^or 

in  1817.     Some  evidence  was  adduced  by  the  defend-  ^^Lnh ''' 

ant  to  shew  that  Simon  Webber,  the  devisor,  and  also  a  *'''**^^"!1'! 

'  ^las  referred  to 

prior  devisor,   under   whose   will   the   subsequent  one  *'j"J*''°2i' 
took,  had  formerly  had  possession  of  the  premises.  The  •''"'d  was  in 

•^  '  ^  favour  of  the 

defendant  then  proposed  to  prove  the  following  facts,  now  defendant, 

1   <•      1  t  1         .  ^         ^^^  thereupon 

In  1825  the  present  defendant  brought  ejectment  (on  entered  under 

his  own  demise),  for  the  premises   now   in  question,  ^^oZt^ 

against  Payne,  who,  after  the  mortgage  in  1815,  had  fheiwmhw 

been  allowed  to  remain  in  possession.     The  cause  was  h^|j""^*j 

finally  referred  to  arbitration.     Smith,  who  was  a  lessor  J**®*®  proceed- 
ings were  not 
of  the  plaintiff  in  the  present  action,  was  at  one  of  the  admissible 

evidence  for 

meetings ;  the  witnesses  examined  before  the  arbitrator  the  defendant 
were  since  dead.     The  award  was  in  favour  of  the  now  mortgagee, 
defendant  Webber,  who  obtained  possession  under  a  writ  tas^^esenfat 
of  habere  facias  possessionem,  recovered  mesne  profits  beibre^e"wbi. 
for  six  years,  and  had  held  the  premises  from  the  time  ^^^^'\  **  ^ 

^       ^  ^  appeanngtbat 

he  took  any 
part  in  the  proceedinga. 
The  mortgage  was  executed  in  1815.     From  that  time,  till  the  defendant  obtained  poa- 
•enon  as  alwve  stated,  the  mortgagor  had  occupied  the  premises  t  Held,  Uiat  this,  though 
a  possession  of  less  than  twenty  years,  entitled  the  mortgagee  to  recover  against  tho  de- 
fendant, the  latter  having  adduced  no  admissible  evidence  in  support  of  hb  own  claim. 

I  4  of 
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18S4«  of  the  award  till  the  coffimencement  of  the  preseat 
action.  The  learned  Judge  was  of  opinion  that*  as 
between  the  now  defendant  and  jSpttf^,  this  award  and 
the  proceedings  thereupon  were  not  admissible  evidence, 
and  he  refused  to  receive  them.  The  plaintiff  had  a 
verdict 

Erk  in  this  term  (a)  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  evidence  ought  to  ^have  been  admitted. 
The  question  in  this  case  was  between  two  parties, 
ndther  of  whom  had  had  possession  for  twenty  years. 
As  against  the  present  defendant,  there  was  no  adverse 
possession  till  1817*  In  answer  to  the  supposed  adverse 
possession  which  commenced  then,  the  defendant  shewed 
a  possession  by  him  for  several  years  next  preceding  the 
commencement  of  the  present  action.  The  question 
beings  which  possession  was  rightful,  the  defendant,  to 
shew  that  his  was  legitimate,  oflfered  evidence  of  the 
award  and  the  proceedings  taken  by  him  upon  it. 
These  would  have  been  admissible,  even  if  Smith  alone 
had  been  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  Acts  done  against 
Payne,  the  mortgagor,  would  be  acts  done  against  5i9fiM, 
the  mortgagee,  by  whose  allowance  Pctyne  was  holding. 
And  Smiih,  though  not  a  party  to  the  former  action  of 
ejectment,  was  present  at  the  arbitration ;  he  therefore 
bad  notice  of  the  action,  and  of  the  tide  being  dien  in 
question.  The  mortgagor  might  be  considered  as  his 
agent  on  that  occasion.  The  present  action  is  in  effect 
that  of  the  mortgagor ;  and,  if  so,  Doe  dem.  Morris  v. 
Bosser  (6)  shews  that  he  cannot  maintain  it  after  sub- 
mitting to  a  reference,  in  which  the  decision  was  against 
him  and  in  favour  of  the  now  defendant.    Doe  dem. 

(a)  JprUniL  {h)  5Easi,  II. 

Harding 


W] 
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Harding  r*  Cooke  (a)  was  cited  for  the  plaintiff  at  tbe  18S4. 
taalf  but  cannot  govern  this  case.  There  the  plaintiff  J  ~ 
proved  twenty-three  years'  possession,  and  the  defendant     Smith  and 

Patvs 

eleven  years  ibUowing  the  twenty-three;  and  this  was  agamti 
held  to  be  no  answer.  But  there  the  whole  case  on  each 
side  appears  to  have  consisted  in  the  duration  of  each 
par^s  possession;  no  other  fitcts  appeared ;  and  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  had  held  the  premises  more  than  twenty 
years.  It  was  never  settled,  however,  before  that  case, 
that  even  twenty  years'  possession,  of  itself,  afforded  a 
presumption  against  a  defendant  who  had  held  for 
several  years  subsequendy.  IParkeJ.  It  is  primA 
fiicie  evidence.]  In  the  present  case  there  were  two 
possessions  of  less  than  twenty  years ;  and  the  evidence 
in  question  was  properly  offered  in  support  of  the  last, 
to  prove  that  it  was  not  that  of  a  wrong  doer,  but  that 
the  defendant  held  it  under  circumstances  that  shewed  a 
probability  of  his  being  entitied.    [ 

Lord  Dbmman  C  J.  The  facts  offered  in  proof  were 
no  evidence  against  Smith.  At  the  time  of  the  arbitra- 
tion he  knew  that  such  an  inquiry  was  going  on,  but  he 
was  not  bound  to  interfere  in  it.  It  is  true  that  on  one 
occasion  he  was  present  at  it,  but  not  as  taking  a  part. 
There  is  no  ground  for  a  rule. 

LiTTCEDALE  J.  Concurred. 

Parke  J.  The  arbitration  was  res  inter  alios.  The 
whole  may  be  considered  as  passing  behind  the  back  of 
Smith.  It  could  not  be  evidence  against  a  person  dating 
his  title  as  far  back  as  1815. 

Rule  refused. 

(«)  7  jMy.  34e. 
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Fridayt  THE  foUowiog  warrant  was  this  day  read  in  open 


William  R. 
Whereas  it  hath  been  represented  to  us,  that  it  would 
tend  to  the  general  despatch  of  the  business  now  pending 
in  our  several  courts  of  common  law  at  Westminster^ 
if  the  right  of  Counsel  to  practise,  plead,  and  be  heard» 
extended  equally  to  all  the  said  courts ;  but  such  object 
cannot  be  effected  so  long  as  the  Serjeants  at  Law  have 
the  exclusive  privilege  of  practising,  pleading,  and 
audience  during  term  time  in  our  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  at  Westminster :  We  do,  therefore,  hereby  order 
and  direct,  that  the  right  of  practising,  pleading,  and 
audience  in  our  said  Court  of  Common  Pleas  during 
term  time,  shall,  upon  and  from  the  first  day  of  Trinity 
term  now  next  ensuing,  cease  to  be  exercised  exclusively 
by  the  Serjeants  at  Law,  and  that,  upon  and  from  that 
day,  our  Counsel  learned  in  the  Law,  and  all  other 
Barristers  at  Law,  shall  and  may,  according  to  their  re- 
spective rank  and  seniority,  have  and  exercise  equal 
rank  and  privilege  of  practising,  pleading,  and  audience 
in  the  said  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Westminster^  with 
the  Serjeants  at  Law.  And  we  do  hereby  will  and  re- 
quire you  to  signify  to  Sir  Nicholas  Conyngham  Tindcd^ 
Knight,  our  Chief  Justice,  and  his  companions,  Justices 
of  our  said  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  this  our  Royal  will 
and  pleasure,  requiring  them  to  make  proper  Rules  and 
Orders  of  the  said  Court,  and  to  do  whatever  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  this  our  purpose  into  effect. 

And 
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And  whereas  we  are  graciously  pleased,  as  a  mark  1834. 
of  our  Royal  favour,  to  confer  upon  the  Serjeants  at  — ^ 
Law  hereinafter  named,  being  Seijeants  at  this  present 
time  in  actual  practice  in  our  said  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  some  permanent  rank  and  place  in  all  our  courts 
of  law  and  equity :  We  do  hereby  further  order  and 
direct,  that  Vitruoius  Ijmes^  Thomas  UOyly^  Thomas 
Peakfi  William  St.  Julian  Arabin^  John  AdamSj  Thomas 
Andrews,  Henry  Storks,  Ebenezer  LudUm,  John  Saiven, 
Henry  John  Stephen,  Charles  Carpenter  Bompas,  Edward 
GouUmm,  Oeorge  Heath,  John  Taylor  Ccleri^e,  and 
Thomas  Noon  Tal/burd,  Serjeants  at  Law,  shall  from 
bencefbrth,  according  to  their  respective  senioritfr 
amongst  themselves,  have  rank,  place,  and  audience,  in 
all  our  courts  of  law  and  equity,  next  after  John  Balguy, 
Esquire,  one  of  our  Counsel  learned  in  the  law.  And 
we  do  hereby  will  and  require  you,  not  only  to  cause 
this  our  direction  to  be  observed  in  our  Court  of 
Chancery,  but  also  to  signify  to  the  Judges  of  our 
several  Courts  at  Westminster,  that  it  is  our  express 
pleasure  that  the  same  course  be  observed  in  all  our  said 
Courts. 

Given  at  our  Court  at  St.  Jamei%,  this 

twenty-fourth  day  of  April,  in  the 

fourth  year  of  our  reign. 
To  the  Right  Honorable,  Henry 
Lord  Broi^ham  and  Faux,  our 
Chancellor  of  Great  Britain. 

In  pursuance  of  this  warrant,  the  several  Seijeants  at 
Law  above  named  took  their  seats  within  the  bar  in  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench. 
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The  King  agcunst  The  Inhabitants  of  Matlock. 


A  booie  in  O^  ^°  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  re- 

ir.wuietto  moving    George  Jmalt  and  his  wife    from    the 

ikh^Jii^  township  of  Wtrksmorth  to  the  township  of  Mattock 

ihe^iife^SS*  C^'^  ^^  Derbyshire)^  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order, 

suiriTor.    A.  gubject  to  a  case.    It  was  admitted  on  both  sides  that 

nnAB.  were  ' 

ejected  wrong-   the  pauper  George  Jmalt  was  legally  settled  in  Matlock^ 

xiilly  froni  tne 

houM,  but        and  was  removable  thither,  unless  the  power  to  remove 
andapcnon      him  from  Wirksworth  was  negatived  by  the  following 

h^^'llto.       '^'*®  pauper  George  AmaUj  being  a  married  man, 

^^^^  went  to  live  with  his  father  in  a  cottage  built  on  the 

eortodotroy  waste  in   Wirksmorth.     His  father  paid  sevenpence  a 

Held,  that  year  rent  to  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster  for  the  cottage^ 

after  tbeie  ^ 

traniactioni  i#.   and  the  pauper  continued  to  pay  the  rent  after  his 

tinned  ine!.*       fiuher's  death  until  about  nineteen  or  twenty  years 

™I  t£!ugh°"    **^  "vih&i  all  the  cottages  belonging  to  the  Duchy  of 

tewmeactually  ''^'*^^^  w®*"®  ^i^»  ^^^  ^he  pauper  purchased  his  cot- 

chargeible.        tage  for  5/.  2s.  2A,  and  it  was  conveyed  to  him.     In 

1827  the  pauper  sold  the  cottage  to  a  person  named 

Wilson  for  40/. ;  and  Wilson  at  the  same  time  demised 

it  to  the  pauper  and  his  wife  for  their  joint  lives,  and 

the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them,  at  a  rent  of  405.  a  year. 

At  Christmas  1831  Wilson  demanded  a  year's  rent  of 

the  pauper,  which  he  was  unable  to  pay,  and  Wilson 

^  then  took  possession  of  the  cottage.     The  pauper  denied 

that  there  was  any  power  of  re-entry  in  the  case  of 

non-payment  of  rent.    A  lodger,  as  well  as  the  pauper's 

furniture,  remained  in  the  house  after  be  quitted  it* 

About 


Matlock. 
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About  the  same  time  that  this  transaction  happened,  1884. 
the  pauper  applied  to  the  overseer  of  Wirksworth  for  — — 
relief;  but  the  overseer  refused  to  relieve  him  until  the  agqina 
lease  was  destroyed;  and  Wilson  also  called  upon  the  sntsof 
pauper,  and  told  him  that  if  he  and  bis  wife  would 
consent  to  give  up  the  lease^  they  should  have  5s*  a  week 
instead  of  2s.  6d^  and  should  not  be  disturbed  during 
their  lives.  The  pauper  finally  agreed  that  the  lease 
should  be  destroyed,  and  Wilson  brought  it  to  an  inn 
in  Wirksaorthj  where  it  was  destroyed  in  the  presence 
of  many  persons,  the  pauper  himself  assisting  to  de- 
stroy it.  It  did  not  appear,  on  the  trial  of  the  ap- 
peal, that  the  pauper's  wife  was  present  when  the  lease 
was  destroyed,  or  that  she  afterwards  gave  her  consent 
to  its  being  so  disposed  of.  Wilson  told  the  pauper 
that  he  should  not  be  disturbed ;  but,  on  his  applying 
for  relief,  he  was  informed  that,  unless  he  went  into  the 
workhouse,  he  could  not  be  relieved.  He  and  his  wife 
accordingly  went  into  the  workhouse,  and  remained 
there  for  a  fortnight  or  three  weeks,  when  they  were 
removed  to  the  appellant  parish,  pursuant  to  the  order 
of  removal. 

Balgtttf  and  N.  R.  Clarke  in  support  of  the  order  of 
sessions.  The  purchase  of  the  cottage  from  the  Duchy 
of  Lancaster  did  not  give  an  actual  settlement,  the 
consideration  being  under  SO/.,  by  stat  9  G.  1.  c.  7.  s.  5. 
After  the  demise  by  Wilsonj  the  pauper  was  certainly 
seised  of  a  freehold  estate,  in  right  of  himself  and  wife, 
from  which  he  could  not  be  removed :  but  that  is  de- 
stroyed by  the  re-entry,  which  took  place  in  fact. 
lUitledale  J.  We  cannot  infer  a  legal  power  of  re- 
entry, unless  it  be  stated.]  But  tlie  pauper  is  stated  to 
have  been  put  out  of  possession  in  feet.     He  has  also 

consented 


Matlock* 
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18S4.        consented  to  this,  for  he  has  been  a  par^  to  the  destnio 

"■"""^       tion  of  the  lease.     His  wife,  it  is  true,  has  not  con- 
The  Kiwo 
agninit        sented.    IDenman  C.  J.  How  could  she  consent?    And 

■msoT        if  she  could  not,  there  was  a  freehold  interest  still  sul>- 

sisdng.     The  lodger  and  the  furniture  remained  on  the 

premises.]    The  lodger  is  not  stated  to  have  continued 

to  be  the  lodger  of  the  pauper.    ILUtkdale  J.     He 

is  not  stated   to  have  become  the  lodger  of  Wilstnu 

Parke  J.  The  case  shews  a  continued  occupation  by 

the  paupers  till  they  went  to  the  workhouse.] 

Per  Curiam.    The  order  must  be  quashed. 

j9f.  D.  Hill  was  to  have  argued  against  the  order  of 
sessions. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 


Saturday,  The  KiNG  agattist  The  Inhabitants  of 

jptu^erh.  Thruscross. 


A  record  in  O^  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  for  the 

of^aramor,  of  removal  of  James  Fryer  from   the   township   of 

f^^JySold.?e-  Thruscross  to  the  township  of  High  and  Law  Bishcpside 

rendfr  ofi  ^^^^  '^^  *®  ^^^  ^^"^  ^^  Yorkshire),  the  sessions 

same  copyhold  dbcharffcd  the  order,   subject  to  the  opinion  of  this 

to  the  use  of  a  °  '  j  r 

will,  is  ad.         Court  on  the  following  case :  — 

missible  evi- 
dence of  the 

surrender,  the  steward  not  being  able  to  find  the  surrender  itself  on  the  roll  or  elsewhere, 
and  the  surrender  being  irregul  arlj  kept  in  the  manor,  although  all  the  other  sorrendeis 
were  either  preserved  or  recorded  on  the  roll. 

A  devisee  of  a  copyhold  was  admitted  after  he  had  resided  more  than  forty  days  on  the 
copyhold.  His  son  became  emancipated  after  the  expiration  of  the  forty  days,  and  before 
the  admittance:  Held,  by  Lord  Denman  C.J.,  LitlUdaleJ.,  and  Pafteson  J.,  Parke  J  • 
dissentiente,  that  the  father,  by  such  residence,  gained  a  setUemeot,  which  was  communicated 
to  the  son. 

The 
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The  pauper's  grand&tber  was  the  devisee  of  a  copy-        1884. 

hold  estate  in  High  and  Lcm  Bishopside^  under  the  wiU      ^   ^ 

The  Kna 

of  one  FurrUss.    On  the  death  of  the  devisor,  in  1780)        a§flvtH 

The  Inhabit* 

the  grandfather  took  possession  of  the  estate  under  the  anu  of 
devise;  and  the  pauper's  fiither,  then  about  sixteen 
years  of  age,  lived  with  him  there  as  a  member  of  his 
family  till  1 789,  when  he  married ;  but  the  grandfather 
was  not  admitted  tenant  of  the  property  in  question 
before  the  year  1790.  To  prove  a  surrender  of  the 
cx>pyhold  to  the  use  of  Fumiss's  will,  the  steward  of  the 
manor  was  called,  who  produced  the  book  of  the  records 
of  the  manor,  and  read  from  it  a  record  of  the  admit- 
tance reciting  a  surrender  of  the  property  in  question, 
made  in  1774,  to  the  use  of  the  will.  He  also  stated 
that  he  had  not  been  able  to  find  the  surrender  itself 
upon  the  roll  or  elsewhere,  except  as  recited  in  the 
admittance :  that  the  old  surrenders  appeared  to  have 
been  kept  in  a  very  loose  and  irregular  manner :  that 
the  originals  were  very  often  not  to  be  found:  and, 
further,  that  there  were  many  surrenders  to  the  use  of 
wills  on  the  records,  the  originals  of  which  were  not  to 
be  found;  but  that  he  had  not  been  able  to  discover 
any  other  instance  in  which  there  was  not  either  the 
original  surrender  itself,  or  a  record  of  a  surrender  on 
the  coort  rolls.  The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  were  stated  to  be, — Whether,  under  these  cir- 
comstances,  the  entry  in  the  book  of  the  records  of  the 
manor  was  evidence  of  a  surrender  to  the  use  of  the 
will  ?  whether  the  admittance  of  the  pauper's  grand- 
father, in  1790,  had  relation  back  to  his  possession  in 
1780  ?  and,  whether  the  residence  of  the  grandfather 
for  more  than  forty  days,  he  having  the  right  of  admit- 
tancC)  was  sufficient  to  confer  a  settlement  by  estate  ? 

Milner 
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18S4. 


MSner  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  If  the 
Coart  should  oonsideri  either  that  the  eridenoe  was  in- 
8u£Bcient,  or  that  the  admission  had  not  a  rehiticm  back 
for  the  purpose  of  a  settlement,  the  order  of  sessions  must 
be  affirmed.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Can  you  contend  that 
there  was  not  evidence  of  the  surrender  ?  That  is  the 
<Hily  question  for  us  on  the  first  point.]  The  sessions 
ought  certably  to  have  taken  it  upon  themselves  to  find 
the  feet;  but  what  they  have  intended  to  ask  of  the  Court 
is.  Whether  upon  this  evidence  they  were  bound  to  find 
the  &ct  ?  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  That  we  should  not 
have  answered.  Parke  J.  In  effect  they  say.  If  this  be 
evidence  at  all,  we  should  have  found  the  other  way.] 
In  Bex  V.  Lubbenham  {a)^  decided  in  this  Court  last 
term,  the  sessions  found  facts,  upon  which  they  con- 
firmed an  order,  and  this  Court  would  not  say  that 
upon  those  facts  they  were  bound  to  find  otherwise. 
But  here  the  facts  are  not  found.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
We  must  look  at  the  case  as  we  have  it  from  the 
sessions ;  we  have  no  power  to  say  what  they  ought  to 
have  found]  Then,  secondly,  the  grandfiither's  ad- 
mittance having  taken  place  after  the  emancipation  of 
the  pauper's  father,  Jthe  father  gained  no  settlement  in 
High  and  Low  Bishopside.  Till  the  admittance^  the 
grandfather  was  a  mere  occupier,  or  a  tenant  at  will  in 
the  strict  sense  of  the  term.  The  devise  in  itself  efficts 
so  little,  that,  before  the  statute  S5  6.  3.  c.  192.,  courts 
of  equity  would  not  compel  the  heir  to  surrender  to  the 
use  of  a  will  made^  either  without  a  previous  surrender, 
or  where  the  previous  surrender  prescribed  requisites  of 
the  will  which  were  not  fulfilled  by  it ;  and  this  was 


(a)  SB,iAd. 


held 
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bdd  even  in  a  case  where  the  will,  having  only  two  1854. 
witneates,  wouki  not  c^erate  on  any  lands  unless  the  tT^Ki' 
oopyhfdd  passed;  Sampmm  v.  Sampson  (a),  [Parke- 3^  ^««f*"'' 
Tbe  question  here  is,  whether  the  admittance  has  ^^f^^of 
not  relation  back  (b).  The  devisee  might  maintain 
ejectment  as  against  a  wrong-doer,  on  a  demise  laid 
before  the  admittance.  LUtledale  3.  The  admittance 
has  relation  back,  against  every  one  but  the  lord.]  The 
doctrine  of  relation  will  not  affect  this  case.  .  In  order 
to  give  the  pauper  a  settlement,  it  is  necessary  that 
before  the  father's  emancipation  the  grandfather  should 
have  been  in  the  parish,  and  irremovable  thence,  for 
forty  days.  It  is  true  that,  after  the  admittance,  the 
grandfiither^s  rights  became  the  same  as  they  would 
then  have  been  if  he  had  been  admitted  at  the  death  of 
the  devisor;  but,  till  the  admittance,  he  might  have 
been  removed  by  the  overseers.  [LiUledale  J.  He 
wonld,  at  the  most,  be  removable  only  till  he  was 
admitted.]  Bat,  in  the  mean  time,  he  was  not  irre- 
movable ;  he  was  strictly  a  tenant  at  will.  If  so,  the 
father  at  the  time  of  his  emancipation  was  settled  else- 
where ;  and  the  subsequent  admittance  of  the  grand- 
father cannot  so  relate  back  as  to  displace  that  settle- 
ment 

BladAume  and  Sir  G.  A.  Lewin^  contra,  were  desired 
by  the  Coort  to  confine  themselves  to  the  second  point. 

(a)  2Vea.^B.  357.  The  oopybold  wai  not  mentioned  in  the  will, 
and  the  derince  wet  a  child,  not  a  creditor.  See  Bac*  Abr,  Copykold, 
G.S.  ToT.iL  p.  fill.  (ed.  1832.) 

(*)  Sea  Sac  Jhr.  Ccp^hoid,  G.  1.  toI  ii.  p.  209. ;  G.  S.  p.  818.  (ed. 
1838.) 

Vol.  I.  K  It 
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1834.       It  15  sufficient,  if  the  grandfather  had,  at  the  time  of  the 

emancipation,  such  an  estate  at  law  or  in  equity  as  to 

agttintt        make  him  irremovable  by  the  overseers.     This  Court 

The  InhaUt- 

anu  of  would  have  compelled  the  lord  to  admit  him  after  the 
death  of  the  devisor;  and  all  hb  acts,  subsequent  to  the 
death,  would  bind  the  land  as  against  himsel£  Therefore 
his  interest  commenced  at  the  time  of  the  death,  and 
the  delay  of  a  formal  admittance  would  not  make  him  re- 
movable. It  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  a 
perfect  legal  estate,  to  protect  the  possessor  from  re- 
moval ;  Eex  V.  ButterUm  (a),  Bex  v.  Helm  East  Wooer 
Qttarter  (6),  Ashbrittle  v.  Wyley  (c).  The  father,  as  he 
might  have  compelled  an  admittance^  had  at  least  as 
great  an  interest  as  a  cestui  que  trust.  In  Bex  v. 
Chem  Magna  (<2),  there  was  no  estate  which  could  have 
been  made  good  against  the  owner  of  the  fee.  [Patke  J. 
The  estate  devised  here  was  in  the  heir  at  law,  till  ad- 
mittance. I  think  you  will  find  that,  before  that,  the 
devisee  had  no  estate,  either  at  law  or  in  equity ;  Bex 
V.  Sir  T.  M.  Wilson  {e).']  The  heir  at  law  would  be 
trustee  for  him.  IParke  J.  That  is  the  question.]  A 
sole  next  of  kin  has  an  equitable  interest  in  a  lease- 
hold estate,  before  administration,  sufficient  to  gain  a 
settlement;  Bex  v.  Horsley{g\  which  case  explains  that 
of  South  Sydenham  v.  Lamerton  (A).  And  it  may  be  a 
question  hei-e,  whether  a  legal  conveyance  might  not 
be  presumed.    [Parke  J.    No ;  there  must  be  an  ad- 

(a)  6T.IUS54.  (6)  16J5^,IS7. 

(«)  1  Str.  G08.    S  Seu.  Ca.  No.  1 15.  p.  121.        Id)  lOB.^C.  747. 
(e)  lOB.^aSO.  {g)  8 Eatif  405. 

(A)  Cotes  of  SeitlemerUs  and  RemovtUt,  No.  109.  p.  77.      As  to  the 
▼ariation  in  the  reports  of  this  case,  see  8  Eatt,  407.»  note  {d), 

mittance. 
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raittance.    LUiledaleJ.    Before  admittance)  the  devisee       1834. 

could  not  have  devised.]  — 

The  Knra 

agahui 

Lcnrd  Denman  C.  J.    I  think  this  case  is  dear  of       ants  of 
dottbt.     The  principle  is,  that  a  man  is  not  to  be    T»*''"***^ 
removed  from  that'whidi  he  has  a  right  to  enjoy. 
Here  die  pauper's  grandfather  had  a  right  to  enjoy  the 
copyhold  without  being  removed  by  the  paririi  officers. 
I  think  the  overseers,  if  they  had  presumed  to  remove 
him,  would  have  been  liable  to  an  action.    In  several 
cases  an  interest,  as  feeble  as  this,  has  been  held  suffi- 
cient for  a  settlement 

LrrTLcnALE  J.    I  think  -that  the  admission  relates 

back  to  the  time  of  the  devisor's  death,  for  this  purpose 

as  well  as  others.     I  agree  that  the  grandfather  had  not 

an  actual  estate  at  the  time  of  the  emancipation;  he 

oould  not  then  have  devised  at  law  or  equity.    He  was 

a  mere  occupier.     Still  he  was  an  occupier  who,  by 

doing  an  act  which  he  might  at  any  time  do,  could  have 

obtained  the  legal  estate.     The  lord  could  have  gected 

him,  but  only  for  a  short  time;  for  he  might  immediately 

have    claimed   admittance.      He  had   the   substantial 

power  over  the  land.     And,  although  the  lord  or  the 

heir  at  law  might  have  removed  him  for  a  time^  the 

officers  of  the  parish  had  no  right  to  do  so ;  and,  if  so, 

ha  became  settled  by  forty  days'  residence  under  such 

circumstances. 

Pabke  Ji»  I  am  not  prepared  to  concur  with  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  and  my  brother  LittiedaU^  and 
should  have  vrished  for  more  time  to  consider  the  case. 
As  at  present  advised,  I  thmk  there  was  no  settlement 

K  2  in 
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18S4.        in  the  appellant  parish.    The  question  of  evidence  is 
■~r"       disposed  of:  we  must  take  it  that  a  surrender  to  the  use 

The  Kino  * 

ogaintt        of  the  will  is  found  by  the  sessions.     The  question  then 

HielnbabiU     ,  "^  ,  ^ 

anu  of  is,  whether  a  setdement  was  gained  by  the  grandfather 
before  the  pauperis  father  became  emancipated.  In  the 
first  place,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  admittance  has 
relation  back  for  some  purposes,  as  to  enable  the  devisee 
to  avoid  mesne  incumbrances  by  another  party.  That 
relation,  however,  will  not,  in  my  opinion,  operate  so 
as  to  make  the  possessor  irremovable  in  the  mean  time ; 
he  must  have  an  interest,  before  the  admittance,  suffi- 
cient to  make  him  irremovable.  Then,  was  the  pauper's 
grandfather  in  this  case  removable  in  the  meanwhile? 
He  ought  to  have  had  a  legal  or  an  equitable  estate ; 
but  that  is  not  the  condition  of  a  copyholder  brfore 
admittance.  The  law  enables  him  to  enforce  a  devise 
made  in  his  favour;  but  he  is  not  even  obliged  to  accept 
such  a  devise.  No  case  has  yet  gone  so  far  as  to  allow 
a  settlement  to  be  created  by  that  which  is  neither  a 
legal  nor  an  equitable  estate. 

Patteson  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  a  settlement 
was  gained  by  the  pauper's  father.  It  is  true  that  he 
had  no  legal  or  equitable  estate.  That  is,  however, 
not  absolutely  necessary,  according  to  Bex  v.  Holm 
East  Wooer  Quarter  {a).  Where  a  party  can  enforce 
the  conveyance  of  a  legal  estate,  and  is  in  the  occu- 
pation of  it,  that  is  sufficient  to  confer  a  settle- 
ment Here  the  devisee  had  that  right,  and  no  one 
else  had.  He  might  have  taken  legal  proceedings  to 
compel  the  lord  to  admit  him;  and,  after  he  had  en- 
forced the  admittance,  he  might  have  ousted  the  heir. 

(o)  l6Sa$t,l%7. 

Though 
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Though  I  cannot  find  any  case  in  which  the  Court  has 
professed  to  go  the  full  length  of  this  case»  I  think  we 
may  collect  the  principle  that  such  an  interest  is  suffi- 
cient In  Bex  Y.  Holm  East  Waver  Quarter  there  was 
neither  legal  nor  equitable  estate,  though  it  is  true  that, 
by  the  language  of  the  Court,  the  decision  seems  to 
have  turned  on  the  notion  that  there  was  an  equitable 
estate.  It  was  held  that  an  occupation,  not  as  tenant, 
by  permission  of  the  trustee,  as  if  the  property  bad  been 
the  occupier's  own,  was  sufficient  to  give  a  settlement. 
There  the  property  was  not  the  occupier^s,  nor  could 
she  have  compelled  a  conveyance  by  any  proceeding  in 
equity.  The  facts  of  that  case  go  further  than  those  of 
the  present.  As  to  the  first  point,  there  can  be  no 
question  but  that  the  evidence  was  admissible. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 


1834. 

The  Kivo 
agamti 

The  Inhabit- 
ants of 

THEotcaoaa. 


The  Kino  against  The  Inhabitants  of 

QUAINTON. 


Sahirdayf 
^prdSStb. 


/^N  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  remov-  TbetnistMt 

ing  James  Carter  from  the  parish  of  St.  James  «tiibU^h^for 
Oerkenwdly  in  Middlesex,  to  the  parish  of  Qfiointm,  in  ^Jj^^^, 
BuduwhamsUrej  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  sub-  P*^  ■■  *l^ 

^  prentioeay 

ject  to  the  following  case :  —  hoanA  out  a 

poor  boy  of  Uie 

The  pauper  was  a  poor  boy,  and  a  settled  inhabitant  parish,  and 

paid  the  uio 

of  the  parish  of  Qiiainton.    By  indenture,  dated  21st  mium.    The 

parish  officafB 
furDtshadhimf' 
fram  the  parochial  fuods,  with  a  suit  of  clothes,  all  of  which  would  not  hare  been  giTen  to 
him  at  that  time,  except  with  the  prospect  of  his  being  bound ;  but  no  stipulation  was  mada 
on  the  sobject  by  or  with  the  master :  Held,  that  the  supply  of  clothes  was  not  an  expense 
incurred  by  the  parochial  ftinds  within  6SG,Z»  e.  139*  <•  1].»  and  conaaqucnUy  th^  the 
indenture  did  not  require  the  apprond  of  two  justices. 

K  S  of 
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Hm  Kim 

TlMlnhabit- 

ftDUof 
QvAiiraoK. 


of  CkMer  ISSQy  h^  was,  by  the  trustees  of  a  charily 
established  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  under  the  will  of 
the  late  Dowager  Lady  Say  and  SelCf  for  placing  out 
poor  boys  of  that  parish  apprentices,  bound  as  an 
apprentice,  with  a  premium  of  202.,  to  Thomas  Carter 
of  Swanbumef  in  the  county  of  JBuctSf  for  the  term  of 
seven  years,  and  served  'as  an  apprentice  under  that 
ind^ture^  so  as  to  gain  a  settlement  in  the  parish  of 
Swa$ibume9  if  the  indenture  was  valid.  The  whole  of 
the  premium  was  paid  out  of  the  charity  fund ;  no  other 
premium  or  consideration  was  paid  to  the  master  from 
any  other  source;  and  the  costs  of  the  indenture  were 
paid  by  the  master  out  of  the  premium.  But,  on  the 
day  before  the  binding,  the  pauper  was  provided  with  a 
full  new  suit  of  clothes  by  the  parish  officers  of  Quai^ 
/on,  which  were  paid  for  out  of  the  public  parochial 
funds  by  one  of  the  churchwardens.  The  clothes 
would  not  have  been  all  given  to  the  pauper  at  that 
time^  but  in  prospect  of  his  being  so  bound  apprentice, 
though  no  stipulation  to  that  effect  was  made  by  or 
with  the  master.  The  indenture  of  apprenticeship  had 
not  the  sanction  or  signature  of  two  justices  of  the 
peace.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
was— Whether,  in  this  transaction,  an  expense  was 
incurred  by  the  public  parochial  funds  within  the  mean- 
ing of  56  G.  3.  €.  139.  5.  11.  ? 


Bodkin  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  The 
policy  of  the  act  is  directed  against  all  interference  of 
the  parish  officers  without  proper  authority,  however 
small  the  expense  incurred  by  the  parish  may  be.  This 
falls  within  the  principle  of  Bex  v.  MaUuhaU{a). 


(a)  8  P.  4"  C.  733. 


\Parke 
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IParteJ.    Tliere  the  money  advanced  by  the  parish        18S4* 


Hie  Kixo 


Tbelnbabit* 


was  part  of  the  consideration,  without  which  the  bind* 
ing  would  not  have  taken  place.  According  to  Bes 
V.  St.  Peter,  Hereford  (a),  the  expense  must  be  so  in-  '^  anta  of 
cttnred  as  to  make  it  a  case  of  binding  by  the  parish 
officers,  directly  or  indirectly.  This  was  not  so.]  The 
question  certainly  is,  Whether  the  officers  were  clan- 
destinely parties  to  the  bindmg?  Here  they  were  in* 
directly  pardes,  and  were  advancing  parish  money  to 
effect  the  binding.  The  expense  of  the  clothes  would 
never  have  been  incurred,  except  with  a  view  to  the 
binding.  \FaUe9on  J.  The  expressions  in  the  case  are 
very  cautious:  '*  The  clothes  would  not  have  been  aU 
given  at  that  time!*  Parhe  J.  And  the  master  had 
nothing  to  do  with  that:  it  did  not  influence  him.] 

Per  Curiam  (b).    This  was  not  an  **  expense  incurred** 
within  the  statute.    The  order  must  be  quashed. 

Addphm  was  to  have  argued  against  die  order  of 
sessions. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed^ 

(«}  lB.iJd.9t6. 

(6)  Lutiedatt,  Ftirl»t  and  PaUnon  Js.     Lord  Dmman  C.  J.  had  left 
the  Court. 
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fiihirrfay,         The  KiNO  agatfist  The  Inhabitants  of  Banbury. 
(Banburt  against  Farnborough.) 


Under  Stat        f\^  appeal  agaiiist  an  order  of  two  justicei;  removing 

1  9r»  4»  c»  18«        X»_<^  ^ 

DO  teitiement  Keztah,  the  wife  of  Francis  Taylor ,  from  the  parish 

occupying  the  of  Famborough  in  Warwickshire  to  the  parish  of  Banbury 

^ifconamwui  in  Oxfordshire^  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject 

^^ni:^  to  the  following  case: - 

bSL^uite^*"  jRram:i5  Taylor^  the  pauper's  husband,  took  a  house 

one  hiring  for  j^  jjjg  parish  of  Banbury^  of  one  Joseph  Ward^  for  one 

during  the  re-  year,  commencing  at  Old  Lady-day  1831,  at  the  rent  of 

mainder  under 

another  hhring  20U     Ward  was  himself  a  yearly  tenant  of  the  house 

If  fT./being  which  he  let  to  Taylor^  under  one  William  Cauiey^  from 

y«irio5x«r  Old Lody^day  to  Old  Lady-day^  at  the  same  rent  of 

T.  fe)Jf y!^  20/.     Taylor  entered  upon  the  house  at  Old  Lady^day 

to  year,  and  ^ggj .  ^j^  ^^  QW  Michaclmas  1831,  paid  Wird  half  a 

fr  •  gITe  up 

his  own  in-        year's  rent     Shortly  after  Old  Michaelmas  1831,  it  was 

tereit  to  C  by     •'  ^ 

Terbal  agree-      verbally  agreed  between  Ward  and  Cawley  that  Ward^s 

menty  and  after- 

wards  T.  agree    tenancy  under  Cawley  should  be  put  an  end  to»  and 

c.  to  become      Ward  released  from  further  liability  in  respect  of  it;  and 

year^o*yearr°   ^^  ^®®  ^^^  verbally  agreed  between  Cawley  and  Taylor 

ro^t'u  l^ST"  ^^»^  CawUy  should  accept  Tflyfor  as  his  tenant  of  the 

***d°*  tof  ^'*     premises  from  year  to  year,  to  commence  from  Old 

endtbh'M  Michaelmas  1831,  at  the  same  rent  of  20/.,  and  upon 

former  hiring* 

the  same  terms  in  other  respects  as   before.     Taylor 

occupied  the  house  without  interruption  from  the  time 

of  his  entry  at  Old  Lady^ay  1881,  until  shortly  after 

Old  Lady-day  1832,  when  he  went  to  America^  without 

having  paid  any  rent  except  the  half  year's  rent  paid  to 

Ward, 


Bavbvet* 
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Wardi  and  had  not  returned  at  the  time  of  the  trial  of       1884. 
this  appeal.     He  left  his  wife  and  children  in  the  house.       —— 

.        ^  The  Kino 

One  Abbott  took  to  his  furniture ;  and,  on  the  24th  of       i^imuf  ^ 

September  1882,  sold  a  part  of  it  and  paid  Cceaiey  102.,        anuof 

the  half  year's  rent  due  at  the  Old  Lady^day  previous. 

Thb  was  done  to  avoid  a  distress,  and  without  the 

authori^  of  Tm/lor*     Taylor's  wife  and  children  left 

the  house  at  some  time  between  Old  Lady-^y   and 

Old  Michaelmas  1882;  and,  on  the  1st  of  October  1882, 

the  day  on  which  the  order  appealed  against  bore  date, 

were  residing  in,  and  chargeable  to,  the  parish  of  Fartt^ 

borough.    The  question  for  the  Court  was — Whether, 

under  die  above  circumstances,   Taylor,  the  pauper's 

husband,  gained  a  settlement  in  the  parish  of  Banbury? 

M.  D.  mil  and  G.  Bayes  in  support  of  the  order  of 
sessions.  Taylor  acquired  a  settlement  by  the  renting 
of  this  tenement  He  occupied  the  cottage,  under  a 
yearly  hiring,  for  the  space  of  twelve  months ;  and  his 
money  has  paid  the  rent,  so  as  to  satisfy  the  statute 
1  W.  4.  c.  18.  5. 1.  It  cannot  have  been  intended  by 
that  act  to  raise  a  question  as  to  the  hands  by  which 
the  money  is  to  be  paid.  But  the  second  section  (a)  puts 
an  end  to  even  this  question,  10/.  having  been  actually 
paid  by  Taylor  himself.  With  respect  to  what  passed 
between  Taylor  and  CawUy,  and  Ward  and  Cawley,  the 
statute  of  frauds  (6)  creates  a  difficulty,  if  this  is  to  be 
called  a  surrendef,  there  being  no  writing.  Besides^ 
no  change  took  place  in  the  manner  of  occupying,  or  in 

(a)  Bj  which  it  ia  enacted^  that  where  the  yearly  rent  iball  exceed  lOLf 
payment  to  the  amount  of  102.  ihaU  be  deemed  sufficient  for  gaining  A 
teCUeroeot  under  the  said  recited  act,  (6  G.  4.  c.  57.) 

(b)  S9  CW.  S.  c.  5.  «.  3, 

any 
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1884.  any  other  respect,  so  as  to  distinguish  the  occupation 
""T  under  Cowley  from  that  under  Ward^  exc^  that  the 
against  substitution  of  Michoelmos  for  Old  Laiy^dajf^  as  the 
anuof  period  from  which  the  year's  holding  was  to  date^ 
operated  as  an  extension  of  the  old  term  by  half  a  year. 
The  Court  will  not  narrow  the  construction  of  the 
statute  1  W.  4.  by  holding  this  not  to  be  the  same  yearly 
hiring.  The  object  of  that  statute  was  to  put  an  end 
to  doubts  of  two  kinds ;  first,  whether  it  was  necessary 
that  the  occupation  by  the  pauper  should  be  personal ; 
secondly,  whether  it  was  necessary  that  the  payment 
should  proceed  from  the  person  hiring.  But,  for  the 
purpose  of  the  present  case^  the  statute  6  G.4.  c.  57. 5.2. 
and  the  statute  1  fK  4.  c.  18.  5. 1.  may  be  considered  as 
similar.  The  object  was,  that  the  party  should  be  entitled 
for  a  whole  year,  and  occupy  for  a  whole  year ;  and  that 
has  taken  place  here.  It  was  intended  that  the  person  to 
gain  a  settlement,  should  have  been  entrusted  with  an 
interest  for  a  year ;  here  there  is  a  trust  reposed  by  two 
persons,  instead  of  one,  and  for  a  year  and  a  half,  instead 
of  a  year.  A  stricter  interpretation  would  contradict 
the  principle  of  Rex  t.  Tadcaster  (a).  iPaiteson  J.  In 
that  case  there  were  two  hirings,  and  two  occupations ; 
but  each  occupation  was  under  a  single  hiring;  and 
there  was  one  year's  occupation  under  a  yearly  hiring.] 
At  any  rate,  the  case  shews  that  the  words  of  the 
statutes  on  this  subject  should  not  be  construed  strictly. 
It  cannot  be  contended  that,  if  a  person  were  to  take  a 
lease  for  years  of  a  tenement,  at  1000/.  per  annum,  and, 
after  half  a  year's  occupation,  were  to  obtain  an  ex- 
tension of  his  term,  he  would  not  gain  a  settlement  by 

(a)  A  Ji.^  Ad.  105. 

occupy* 


BAmimT. 
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oompyingfoT  half  a  year  longer.     All  that  is  required        1884. 
is,  that  there  should  be  a  residence  finr  a  year  in  the  " 

character  of  a  yearly  tenant:  all  the  statutes  on  this  agatna 
head  of  settlement  are  loosely  worded.  Thus,  in  Bex  oots  of 
T.  Wainjleet  All  Saints  (a),  the  Court  held  that  the  words 
^  dwelling  for  forty  days  in  any  tenement/'  used  in  the 
statute  59  G.  S.  c.  50.  were  satisfied  by  dwelling  in  the 
parish  where  the  tenement  was  situated;  and  in  Bex  v. 
NortA  Collingham  (6),  the  words  *'  such  tenement  shall 
consist  of  a  house^  or  land,  or  both,"  used  in  the  same 
act,  were  extended  to  a  case  where  a  party  held  con* 
temporaneously  a  house  of  one  person  and  land  of 
another,  under  different  takings.  The  present  case  is 
exactly  the  same  as  that  of  Bex  v.  Stem  (c),  unless 
the  statute  1  W.  4.  c.  18.  has  made  an  alteration,  in 
this  respect,  from  the  enactment  in  statute  59  G.  d« 
r.  50.,  under  which  that  case  was  decided.  [^Pio^ke  J. 
The  I^slatnre  has  used  the  rery  words  which  Lord 
Tenierden^  in  that  case,  would  have  considerec^  suf- 
ficient for  the  purpose  of  making  the  alteration.  He 
says  that  if  the  legislature  had  meant  the  hiring,  occu- 
pation, and  payments  to  be  for  the  same  year,  *<  it 
wonld  have  been  easy  to  say  that  the  occupation  and 
payment  should  be  for  such  term."  (<2)]  The  words  of 
the  late  act  are,  ^*  under  such  yeatly  hiring,''  not  **  for 
such  term."  Besides,  it  is  improbable  that  the  legis- 
lature  had  this  decision  in  view ;  for  the  words  **  under 
such  yearly  hiring,"  in  the  statute  1  fF.  4.  c.  18.  are 
taken  from  the  statute  6  G.  4.  c.  57.»  which  received  the 
royal  assent  22d  of  Jime  1825,  and  the  case  was  only 
decided  on  the  7th  of  the  preceding  month.    It  is  more 

(a)  8  J7.  4tC  S27.  (6)  lA^C*  578. 

{c)  4JB.4'C.87.  (rf)  P.  89. 

pro- 
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1834.  probable  that  die  words  ^*  under  such  yearly  hiring/' 
merely  meant  a  hiring  for  a  year ;  or  perhaps  they  were 
introduced  as  a  substitute  for  the  words  *^  by  the  person 
hiring  the  same,"  which  occur  in  59  G.  3.  c.  50.,  but  not 
in  6  G.  4.  c.  57*  In  Rex  v.  Tadcaster  (a)  the  attention 
of  the  Court  was  expressly  drawn  to  the  words  "  such 
yearly  hiring"  in  6  G.  4.  c.  57.  5.  2.;  yet  they  held 
that  different  premises,  taken  at  different  times,  and 
from  different  persons,  might  constitute  a  tenement ;  and 
Dettman  C.  J.  said  that  the  words  made  no  difference  in 
that  respect  (6),  citing  Bex  ▼.  Stow{c) :  and  Parke  J.  cited 
Mex  ¥•  North  CoUingham {d).  It  would  be  a  very' 
refined  distinction,  to  allow  different  hirings  of  different 
tenements  to  be  united,  but  not  different  hirings  of  the 
same  tenement 

Amos  and  Waddingion  contra.  The  leasehold  interests 
of  both  Taylor  and  Ward  were  surrendered  by  operation 
of  law,  and  Taylor  became  tenant  to  Cawley:  Thomas  v. 
Ooetie),  and  the  notes  to  Thurslfy  v.  Plant  {g).  The 
hirings,  therefore,  are  different.  The  statute  6  G.  4. 
€•57.  was  passed  with  the  object,  among  others,  of 
putting  an  end  to  this  very  inconvenience  of  uniting 
occupations  under  distinct  hirings,  which  led  into 
questions  of  what  had  passed  between  parties  at  such 
different  hirings,  a  matter  often  liable  to  misrepresent- 
ation. The  facts  in  Bex  v.  Tadcaster  (a),  did  not  bring 
the  case  within  this  mischief.  The  same  may  be  said  of 
Sex  V.  Ormesby  {Ji\  where  the  occupation  of  each  part  of 

(a)  AB.^Ad.  703.  (*)  P.  709. 

(c)  4  ^.  j-  C.  87.  (<f)  IB.^C.  578. 

(e)  2^.4^^/^.119. 

(g)  1  Wmt.  Hound,  286  a.,  note  {k),  236  c,  note  (n)« 

(A)  AB.iAd.  214. 

the 
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the  tenement  was  for  a  year,  under  one  yearly  hiring;        •I8S4. 

though  the  year  was  not  the  same  for  the  two  several 

parts*    The  words  of  the  present    act    satisfy  Lord        agmnai 

TerUerderCs  suggestion  in  Rex  ▼.  Staao  (a),  alluded  to  in        anu  of 

the  course  of  the  present  argument ;  and  the  case  most 

be  decided  according  to  the  plain  sense  of  the  words 

used  by  the  I^slature. 


LriTLEDALE  J.  (£).  I  am  afraid  that  our  decision  on 
this  statute  may  partake  of  the  refinement  which  has 
been  deprecated;  and  I  have  little  doubt  that  the 
legislature  would  have  made  this  a  sufficient  settlement 
had  the  case  suggested  itself  to  them.  Here  has  been 
a  renting  at  102.  for  a  whole  year;  but  Taylor  entered 
under  Ward^  who  was  yearly  tenant  to  Canxity^  and 
Cwaoley  afterwards  took  Taylor  as  his  tenant;  the 
question  then  is,  Whether,  after  this,  we  can  say  that 
there  has  been,  according  to  the  statute  1  W.  4.  c.  18.,  an 
actual  occupation  '*  under  such  yearly  hiring,"  by  the 
person  hiring  the  premises,  for  the  term  of  one  whole 
year?  There  has  certainly  been  an  occupation  for  a 
year;  but  was  it  '*  under  such  yearly  hiring?"  There 
was  a  surrender  in  law  of  the  first  interest;  aflier  which 
Taylor  became  tenant  to  Cowley.  Substantially  that 
comes  to  the  same  thing  as  if  he  had  occupied  under 
GmA^  throughout,  and  paid  rent  to  him  in  the  first 
instance;  but  still  it  is  not  the  same  yearly  hiring.  It 
is  true  that  Catdey  was  the  landowner  all  along.  But 
the  case  is  as  if  Ward  had  been  seised  in  fee,  and  had 
conveyed  his  reversion  to  Cowley;  and  then  Taylor  had 
surrendered  to  Cawleyf  taking  a  new  lease,  with  different 

(a)  4  p.  4"  C.  89.  (6)  Lord  2)eiimaii  C  J.  had  left  tbe  Court. 

rents 


Bakbort. 
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1834.       rente  and  ooTenants.    It  could  not  then  have  been  said 
'  tfaat  the  last  lease  was  a  hirinir  from  Ward.    Yet  Aat 

The  KiKO  " 

against  would  be  the  same  case  as  the  present  I  think  there- 
ants  of  fore  that,  although  there  has  been  a  taking  for  at  least 
two  years  under  Ward^  there  has  been  no  sufficient 
occupation ;  for  there  was  not  a  year's  occupation  under 
that  taking,  and  the  two  cannot  be  joined.  The  words 
of  the  statute  are  not  satisfied,  unless  the  occupation  be 
under  the  same  hiring.  As  to  Rex  v.  Taica^er{a\ 
that  was  a  case  of  different  tenements,  taken  at  diflferent 
times,  by  difierent  hirings,  from  difierent  landlords ;  but 
the  whole  occupation  of  each  was  under  one  yearly  hir- 
ing. I  think  that  case  has  gone  quite  fiir  enough,  and 
that  we  ought  not  to  go  further. 


Parke  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  though  I  haye 
not  been  free  from  doubt  during  the  discussion.  I  am 
not  sure  whether  we  shall  fulfil  the  intention  of  the 
legislature;  it  has  ofien  happened  that  we  have  been 
unable  to  do  so  throughout  a  series  of  decisions.  Still 
the  rule  of  construction  which  the  Court  must  follow  is, 
to  intend  the  legislature  to  have  meant  what  they  have 
actually  expressed,  unless  a  manifest  incongruity  would 
result  from  doing  so^  or  unless  the  context  clearly  shews  \ 
that  such  a  construction  would  not  be  the  right.  Thus  in 
Bex  ▼•  Pickering  {b\  it  was  held  that  evidence  might  be 
given  of  the  proportion  of  the  rent  payable  for  the  part 
of  a  tenement  which  was  within  a  parbh,  when  another 
part  was  without,  under  the  statute  6  6. 4.  c.  57.;  though 
that  statute,  in  the  second  section,  expressly  provided 
that  it  should  not  be  necessary  to  prove  the  actual  value 

(«)  4  J9.  ^Ai,  703.  (6)  ^B.^Ad.  267. 

of 
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of  the  tenement:  some  little  violence  was  done  there  to  1834. 

the  lasj^age  of  the  act»  in  consequence  of  the  manifest  x^Tkimq 

absurdity  which  would  have  resulted  from  a  contrary  ^^?V^r- 

decision.      So    in   Bex  v.    Tadcaster  (a)^   to  avoid  a  ants  of 

Bamburt. 

manifest  incongruity,  a  little  latitude  of  constructioQ  was 
adopted;  otherwise  a  settlement  could  not  have  been 
gained  by  any  length  of  occupation  of  any  number  of 
teneraentsi  unless  some  one  was  hired  at  a  rent  of  at 
least  10/.  Probably,  in  that  case,  we  went  as  far  as 
we  oi^ht  to  go.  I  am  not  inclined  to  go  further. 
The  present  case  differs  from  Bex  v.  Taikasier{a)  in 
this  material  respect — that  each  tenement  there  was 
occupied  for  a  year  under  a  yearly  hiring;  so  that  the 
words  of  the  statute  were  satisfied,  if  the  whole  might 
be  united  to  make  np  the  rent  of  10/.  But  if  we  held 
that  a  settlement  was  gained  here^  we  should  go  further; 
we  should  say  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  ten^ 
ment  should  be  occupied  for  the  year  for  which  it  was 
hired:  and  then  it  might  be  said  that  it  would  be 
enough  if  there  were  an  occupation  for  a  year,  though  it 
were  under  no  yearly  hiring  whatever.  The  plain 
meaning  of  the  act  is,  that  the  tenement  must  be  hired 
for  a  year,  and  occupied  for  a  year  under  such  hiring; 
and,  if  so,  there  was  no  settlement  gained  in  this  case. 
It  is  perfectly  clear  that,  originally,  Taylor  had  a  term. 
That  term  could  not  be  put  an  end  to  by  what  passed 
between  Ward  and  Cavaiey^  for  the  mesne  tenant  could 
not  put  an  end  to  the  interest  of  his  lessee;  and  there 
was  no  writing  between  Ward  and  Caadey.  But  after- 
wards, at  Michaelmas  1831,  Taylor  makes  a  surrender 
in  law  to  Cceidey  by  accepting  a  new  term.    That,  at  all 

(a)  4ff.  j>^i<.703. 

events, 
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events,  determined  the  original  tenancy,  and  there  was 
no  further  occupation  under  it.  The  statute,  therefore, 
was  not  satisfied  according  to  its  ordinary  meaning; 
and  a  decision  in  conformity  to  that  meaning  will  not 
involve  any  manifest  absurdity. 


Patteson  J.  I  entirely  agree  in  what  has  been  said* 
The  rule  for  construing  a  statute  is  as  my  Brother 
Parke  has  laid  down ;  and  here  the  words  of  the  act  are 
as  plain  as  they  can  be.  No  person,  on  the  first  read- 
ing, could  doubt  that  the  words  **  such  yearly  hiring*' 
mean  the  same  yearly  hiring.  An  argument  is  drawn 
from  the  case  of  Res  v.  Stow  (a) ;  but  that  turned  upon 
the  absence  of  words,  which  very  words  are  in  the 
statute  now  under  our  consideration.  The  only  doubt 
in  the  present  case  arises  from'jR^ir  v.  Tadcaster{b); 
some  little  violence  was  there  done  to  the  words  of  the 
act;  whether  there  was  any  violence  done  to  the  in- 
tention I  will  not  say;  perhaps  there  was.  I  should, 
however,  feel  bound  by  that  case,  if  it  were  not  distin- 
guishable from  the  present;  but  I  think  that  it  is 
distinguishable,  for  the  reasons  which  have  been  already 
given. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 


(a)  4P.f  C.87. 


(6)  4B,iAd.  705. 


iBT  THE  Fourth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  145 

1S34. 


The  King  against  The  Churchwardens  and    Saturday, 
Overseers  of  Great  Hambleton. 


ON  appeal  by  the  Reverend  Charles  CoUierj  vicar  of  An  act  of  pw- 
liiment  enacted 

HawMetoTif  in  the  county  of  Rutland^  against  a  that  tbe  tithea 
rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Ham"  should  be  held 
blelonj  whereby  he  was  assessed  in  the  sum  of  60/.  "  for  ^^^^  ^ner 
a  composition  or  money  payment  in  lieu  of  tithes,"  2^5«?n**Uie* 
the  sessions  quashed  the  rate,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  ?**^j^*f 
this  Court  on  the  following  case :  —  i«>?«  >">  «be 

parish  should 

The  parish  of  Hambleton  was  enclosed  under  an  act  be  charged  with 

an  annuity 

of  parliament  passed  in   the  4  &  5  W.  Sf  M.  (c.  31.  payable  to  the 
private  acts),  entitled,  ^*  An  Act  for  settling  and  con-  ^^m*  being. 
firming  the  Manors  and  Lands  in  Hameldon^  in  the  JJ^Ji'^J^^ed 
County  of  .Btrf/ani^"  &c.,  whereby,  after  reciting  that  JJj,Vwhi!b^ 
theretofore  the  late  Duke  of  Buckingham  was  entitled  to  "«*  •gwfment 

^  recited  in  the 

the  inheritance  of  a  manor,  and  several  messuages,  cot-  act,  waa  to  re- 
ceive such 
Cages,   demesne   lands,  and  other  parcels  of  arable,  annuity  in  lieu 

meadow,  and  pasture  ground  in  the  said  parish,  and  vicarial  duea: 

the  dean  and  cliapter  of  Lincoln  were  then  also  entitled  ^{^  ,^  ^^ 

to  the  inheritance  of  another  manor,  or  reputed  manor,  ^^{^^^^x 

and  of  the  impropriate  rectory,  and  of  the  advowson  of  ^* "^  fo^^tj^t 

the  vicaraire  of  the  church  of  Hameldon  aforesaid,  and  the  Uthea  were 

^  ^  not  eittn- 

otber  lands  in  the  said  parish,  and  Sir  Abel  Barkery  guidied. 
Bichard  Spelly  and  Thomas  Idip,  were  then  also  entitled 
to  other  parcels  of  land  within  the  said  parish,  and  no 
other  person  was  then  entitled  to  any  lands,  tenements, 
or  hereditaments  within  the  same,  except  the  vicar 
thereof  for  the  time  being,  which  vicarage  was  endowed 
of  all  small  tithes  arising  withm  tbe  parish  and  tithe- 
Vot.  I.  L  able 
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1834.  parish,  excepting  those  of  the  dean  and  chapter,  who 
were  rectors,  and  therefore  were  protected  Iroin  the 
000^  payment  by  the  act  Now,  the  party  to  whom  tithes 
Gbttichwurdens  are  demised  is  the  occupier  liable  to  be  rated  for  them ; 
of  Gkeat  Chanter  v,  Glubb  (a) ;  where  Bayley  J.  gives  the  foUow- 
Haxbuiov.  j^g  definition : — "  Where  the  owner  of  the  tithe  grants 
out  and  conveys  any  of  the  tithe  to  another,  that  other 
is  the  occupier.  Where  the  right  continues  in  himself 
he  is  the  occupier."  But  it  cannot  make  any  difference 
whether  the  right  to  the  tithe  be  transferred  by  the 
owner  of  the  tithe,  or,  as  in  this  case,  by  an  act  of 
parliament  The  annuity  paid  to  the  vicar  is  merely 
the  consideration  for  which  that  transfer  was  made. 
In  Bex  V.  Boldero  (&),  it  was  held,  that  where  the  tithes 
were  extinguished  by  statute,  and  an  annual  rent, 
payable  to  the  vicar,  was  substituted,  the  vicar  was 
liable  to  be  rated  for  that  annual  rent,  inasmuch  as  the 
rent  represented  the  tithes ;  and  Holrqt/d  J.  there  said, 
that  the  tenants  of  the  land  were  not  occupiers  of  the 
tithes,  for  that  the  tithes  were  expressly  extinguished. 
There  are  other  cases  to  the  same  effect.  But  here  the 
rent  cannot  be  said  to  represent  the  tithes,  for  they 
exist  in  other  hands ;  and,  instead  of  being  expressly 
extinguished,  they  are  expressly  continued. 

Thesiger  contrsL  If  the  tithes  be  extinguished,  the 
vicar  is  rateable  for  this  rent,  according  to  Bex  v. 
Boldero  {b)t  and  Lowndes  v.  liome  and  Others  (c).  On 
the  other  hand,  it  has  been  held,  that  where  an  act 
expressly  exempts  from  all  rates,  taxes,  and  deductions 
a  rent  to  be  paid  the  vicar  in  lieu  of  tithes  which  are 

(«)  9B.iC.4tl9.  (6)  4B.iC.A67.  (c)  SIK.BL1252. 

extia- 
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extinguished,  the  vicar  is  not  rateable  for  such  rent:        1834. 

Chatfidd  V.  Rusion{a\   Mitchell  v.  Fordham  (i).     But     .j^T^^ 

there  is  no  such  exemption  here :  and,  so  far  as  regards        agamu 

the  lands  comprehended  in  the  Duke  of  Buckingham's  Cbwcbwardent 

estate,  the  act  annexes  the  tithes  to  them,  which  is  a      of  Grka* 

virtual  extinguishment ;  for  no  one  can  take  tithes  from        ^^^^  * 

himselC    And  the  payment  made  from  these  lands  is,  in 

fact,  an  exception  from  the  grant  to  the  duke ;  and,  if 

the  parish  cannot  rate  that  payment,  this  excepted  part 

of  the  profits  of  the  estate  will  escape  the  rate  altogether. 

So  £Eir  as  regards  the  other  lands,  the  rate  certainly 

cannot  be  supported.     \Patteson  J.    It  does  not  follow 

that,  because  the  tithes  and  land  are  in  the  same  hands, 

die  tithes  are  extinguished.    The  occupier  takes  the 

tithes^  and  is  owner  of  them.     He  would  take  the  tithes, 

if  he  were  to  let  the  lands  without  mention  of  them. 

The  owner  of  a  glebe,  who  lets  it  without  the  tithes, 

takes  tithes  fit>m  it  while  in  the  lessee's  hands.]    The 

tithes  are,  at  any  rate,  suspended  during  the  union. 

[Parke  Z.   The  act  does  not  annex  the  tithes  to  the 

lands.    Patteson  J.  According  to  your  argument,  if  a 

parson  let  his  tithes  to  an  occupier  of  land  within  the 

parish,  he  will  be  rateable  for  the  tithes  of  lands  in  the 

hands  of  the  lessee,  and  not  for  those  of  other  lands.] 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  (c)  It  is  plain  that  these  tithes  are 
not  extinguished.  No  distinction  can  be  taken  between 
the  lands  belonging  to  Mr.  Finch  and  those  in  the  rest 
of  the  parbh.  If  the  tithes  were  extinguished,  and  a 
rent  were  paid  in  lieu  of  them,  it  would  be  difficult  to 

(a)  5B.tC.  863.  (6)  6P.  {•  C.  S74. 

(c)  Lord  Denmm  C.  J.  bad  left  tbe  Court. 

L  4  say 
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1834.        other  lands,  &c.,  in  G.  H.  aforesaid,  other  than  those 

that  belonged  to  the  said  dean  and  chapter,  should  be 

agamu        Vested,  and  the  same  were  thereby  vested,  in  the  trustees 
The 
Churchwvdeni  of  the  said  late  duke,  and  their  heirs,  subject  to  the 

of  Great  said  yearly  rent  of  100/.  as  aforesaid,  and  to  the  same 
AMBLROK.  jj.yg^  ^jjj  estates  as  the  late  duke^s  manor  of  G.  H. 
and  other  the  said  late  duke's  estate  of  inheritance  in 
G.  H.  aforesaid  were  then  subject  or  liable  to ;  and  that 
all  the  lands,  &c.,  allotted  and  set  out  to  Sir  Abel 
Barker^  Richard  Spell,  and  Thomas  Islip,  as  aforesaid, 
should  be  held  and  enjoyed  by  the  respective  persons 
who  had  any  estate  or  interest  therein,  either  by  descent 
or  purchase  from  them  respectively,  or  their  respective 
heirs;  with  the  proviso  that  the  tithes  arising  from  all 
those  lands  were  to  be  answered  and  paid  to  the  said 
duke  and  his  heirs. 

Mr.  Finch  was  the  successor,  by  purchase,  to  the  late 
Duke  of  Btdckinghantf  and  was  entitled  to  all  his  estates, 
and  to  the  receipt  of  the  tithes,  or  composition  for 
tithes,  to  which  the  duke  was  entitled  in  the  parish  of 
Hambleton.  Mr.  Finch  and  the  smaller  proprietors 
let  their  estates  to  tenants  at  rack-rent,  without  reference 
to  tithes;  but  the  tithes  and  all  other  properties  are 
included  in  the  said  rack-rent  Mr.  Finch,  for  the 
other  lands  in  Greal  HamNeion  not  belonging  to  him, 
receives  certain  sums  of  money  in  lieu  of  tithes.  The 
100/.  per  annum,  mentioned  in  the  act,  is  paid  to  the 
vicar  of  Hamhleton,  pursuant  to  the  said  act.  The 
parishes  of  Great  Hameldon  and  Little  Hameldon  are 
consolidated  for  the  maintenance  of  the  poor,  and  for 
other  parochial  purposes,  and  are  now  called  by  the 
name  of  Hambleton. 

On  the  part  of  the  respondents,  it  was  contended  that 
the  100/.  rent-charge  was  expressly  given  to  the  vicar 

in 
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in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  the  vicarial  tithes  of  Great        18S4, 
HameUbn^  the  proprietors  of  the  smaller  estates  there       ' 

*      '^  The  KiNQ 

contributing^  as  they  had  always  donej  before  and  since        agabut 
the  passing  of  the  act,  a  proportionate  part  of  the  rent-  Churchwardens 
charge,  according  to  the  quantum  of  their  estates,  to      of  Great 
the  proprietor  of  the  duke's  estate,  in  the  nature  of  a 
composition  real ;  and  that  the  tithes  were  in  effect  ex- 
tinguished, and  were  by  the  act  intended  to  be  so,  and 
not  again  to  be  resumed. 

The  appellant  insisted  that  the  tithes  were  still  in 
esse,  and  that  the  rent-charge  could  not  be  regarded. as 
a  substitution  for  them,  and  therefore  thot  it  was  exempt 
from  assessment^  upon  the  principle  of  double  rating: 
That  the  100/.  per  annum  charged  upon  Mr.  Finch's 
estate,  and  received  by  the  vicar  in  lieu  of  the  tithes, 
was  in  the  nature  of  a  perpetual  fee-farm  rent.  Finch 
taking  the  tithes  instead  of  the  vicar ;  and  therefore  that 
the  rate  should  have  been  laid  upon  Fitich^  or  the 
parties  compounding  with  him. 

Sir  James  Scarlett  and  Amos  in  support  of  the  ordet 
of  sessions.  The  tithes  here  are  not  extinguished ;  and 
therefore  the  vicar  cannot  be  said  to  receive  a  com- 
position (or  them,  but  a  rent-charge  payable  in  lieu  of 
the  tithes,  which  are  taken  by  another  person.  The 
vicar  here  cannot  even,  as  in  the  case  of  a  temporary  com- 
position, take  the  tithes  again  in  kind :  he  has  only  the 
perpetual  rent-charge,  and  occupies  nothing  which  is 
rateable.  The  act,  instead  of  extinguishing  the  tithes, 
has  transferred  them  to  the  Duke  of  Buckingham^  who 
is  now  represented  by  Mr.  Finch  ,•  and  Mr.  Finch^  in 
this  character,  takes  the  tithes,  not  only  on  the  lands 
which  belonged  to  the  duke,  but  on  all  the  lands  in  the 

L  3  parish^ 
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i854.       able  places  of  Hameldon  aforesaid:  And  after  reciting 

^  also  that  there  was  an  agreement  made  for  enclosing 

agftuui       and  setting  out  severally,  to  each  person  concerned 

Churchwardens  therein.  Certain  allotments  of  ground}  to  be  by  them, 

And  OverMers      ,    .     ,    .  ,  n  .        j  •  i 

of  GuAT  their  heirs  and  successors,  for  ever  enjoyed  m  severalty 
respectively  discharged  of  all  right  of  common,  in  lieu 
of  their  respective  lands  and  estates  that  lay  before  dis- 
persed and  intermixed  within  the  precincts  of  Great 
Hameldon  {a)  aforesaid ;  by  which  said  agreement  all  the 
elands  and  grounds  so  to  be  allotted  and  set  out  for  and 
in  lieu  of  the  old  estate  of  the  said  duke  in  G.  H. 
aforesaid  were  for  ever  thereafter  to  stand  charged  with 
the  annual  rent  or  sum  of  100/.  yearly,  to  be  paid  to 
the  vicar  of  Hameldon  aforesaid  for  the  time  beings  in 
lieu  and  satisfaction  of  all  demands  and  dues  what- 
soever which  he  was  to  have  had  and  enjoyed  in  right 
of  his  said  vicarage  within  the  precincts  of  Gf.  H  afore- 
said ;  and  by  the  said  agreement  all  tithes  whatsoever, 
arising  or  growing  from  all  or  any  of  the  sud  lands  and 
grounds  within  G.  H.  aforesaid,  other  than  the  tithes 
arising  from  the  lands  allotted  to  the  said  dean  and 
chapter  (which  were  to  be  discharged  of  all  tithes) 
were  to  be  held  and  enjoyed  by  those  that  should  have 
the  said  duke's  estate  there :  And  reciting  further,  that 
in  pursuance  of  such  agreement  there  were  allotted 
and  set  out  several  distinct  parcels  of  land  to  be  held 
in  severalty  in  lieu  of  the  said  duke*s  old  estate,  and 
of  the  said  Sir  Abel  Barker's^  Richard  SpelFu,  and 
Thomas  Islip*8  old  estates  respectively,  which  parcels 
had  respectively  been  enclosed  and  enjoyed  by  the 
several  parties,  according  to  the  agreement,  and  that 
by  the  said  agreement   the   said   dean  and  chapter 

(o)  See  pegs  148.  poit. 

were 
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were  to  hold  and  enjoy  all  their  reputed  manor,  with        1834. 
the  demesnes  thereof  and  the  appropriate  rectory  or 
parsonage  aforesaid,  with  the  parsonage  house,  and  all        ag^dna 
tithes  arising  in  the  other  villages  to  the  said  rectoiy  Cburcfawaidenf 
belongings  with  their  appurtenances  (other  than  the      ofOasAT 
tithes  of  Great  Hameldon  aforesaid,  which  were  to  be     ^^^""~»- 
held  with  the  said  duke's  estate),  and  the  said  dean  and 
chapter  were  also  to  hold  and  enjoy  all  other  the  par- 
ticular parceb  of  land  thereinafter  mentioned;  but  that 
the  inheritance  of  the  said  dean  and  chapter  could  not 
be  altered,  nor  their  estates  exchanged,  nor  could  the 
vicar  be  barred  of  his  ancient  endowment,  or  legally 
estated  in  the  said  annual  payment,  otherwise  than  by 
authority  of  parliament,  it  was  enacted  as  follows :  — 

That  all  and  every  the  lands,  tenements,  tithes, 
and  hereditaments,  which  upon  the  said  enclosure 
were  set  out  and  allotted  for  and  in  lieu  of  the  said 
duke's  ancient  estate  in  Great  Hameldon  aforesaid, 
should  be  held  and  enjoyed  in  severalty,  together  with 
all  the  messuages,  and  all  tithes  whatsoever  arising 
from  his  own  or  any  other  lands  whatsoever  in  G.  /£ 
aforesaid,  (except  the  lands  allotted  to  the  said  dean 
and  chapter),  subject  and  charged  nevertheless  to  and 
with  the  payment  of  the  yearly  sum  of  100/.  to  the 
vicar  of  G.  H.  for  the  time  being,  to  be  paid  by 
quarterly  payments,  with  power  of  distress  upon  all  or 
any  of  the  said  duke's  lands  in  case  of  nonpayment 
after  twenty-one  days'  demand  thereof.  And  it  was 
further  enacted  that  all  the  messuages,  lands,  &c., 
which  the  said  late  duke  held  in  6.  H,  since  the  en- 
closure, as  his  own  proper  inheritance,  by  virtue  of  the 
said  enclosure  or  otherwise,  together  with  all  tithes 
arising  from  the  same,  and  all  tithes  arising  from  any 

L  9  other 
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1834.       say  that  the  vicar  was  not  rateable  for  the  rent     But 
-^^  ^^^       here  there  is  no  extinguishment. 

against 

The 

Churchwardens        PaRKE  J.  concurred. 

and  Oveneers 

of  Oriat 

AMBLBTOH.        p^TTESON  J.    Thcrc  is  no  difficulty  or  doubt  in  the 
question. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 


SKih.       The  King  against  The  Inhabitants  of  Gwinear. 

out  by  a  ^°ish  O^  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  removing 
"  h'^^nTJ!'^  ^''^^P  ^^  *^  younger  from  the  parish  of  Gwinear 

S\wem°o£  ^  ^®  P""***  ^^  Camborne  (both  in  Comwalf),  the 
y«^o^»««»      sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the  following 

master,  firat         CaSC :  -— 
in  husbandry, 

and  afterwards  Philip  Ride  the  elder,  the  pauper's  father,  had  been 
He  then  left  removed,  with  his  parents  and  their  other  children,  from 
wenT^tie*""^  Ca^ibome  to  the  parish  of  &.  Erth  in  CorrvwaU.  On 
fi^er^f^who"  *e  Ist  of  June  1789  he  was  duly  bound  by  the  parish 
was  a  miner),     officers  of  St.  Erth  to  Richord  Tredinnick  of  the  same 

and  worked 

with  his  father    parish,  farmer,  till  he  should  attain  the  aire  of  twenty-one, 

at  the  same  ,  o  J 

mine  at  which    by  indenture  containing  the  usual  covenants,  as  an  ap- 

he  had  worked  . 

with  his  master,  preutice  in  husbandry.  The  apprentice  lived  with  his 
afterwards         master  for  some  years  in  St.  Erthj  and  served  him  in 

agreed,  with 
the  father  tliat 

the  apprentice  should  remain  with  the  father,  and  the  indenture  be  given  up  on  a  sub- 
sequent day,  upon  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money.  On  the  day  appointed,  which  was 
before  the  passing  of  sUt.  56  G.  3.  c.l59.,  the  money  was  paid,  and  the  indenture  given 
up  to  the  father.  The  son  was  then  under  age.  He  worked  with  the  father  as  a  mine^  till 
his  majority,  when  the  indenture  was  given  up  to  him  by  bis  father.  From  his  first  coming 
to  his  father,  the  father  had  received  his  wages,  and  maintained  him : 

Held,  that  even  supposing  the  psrties  to  have  had  power  tu  dissolve  the  apprenUceship» 
and  to  have  intended  to  do  so,  it  was  not  dissolved  till  the  money  was  paid ;  and  that 
a  residence  of  forty  days  between  the  making  of  the  agreement  and  the  payment  of  the 
money,  was  a  residence  under  the  apprenticeship,  and  conferred  a  setUement. 

husbandry. 
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husbandry,  oiiitil  he  became  reduced  in  circumstances,        1834. 

when  he  worked  at  the  mines,  employing  the  apprentice 

in  the  same  work.     The  master  then  removed  to  the        ogainti 

The  Inbabii. 

parish  of  PhiUach  in  the  same  county,  taking  the  ap-  ^anuof 
prentice  with  him.  Whilst  thjere,  and  about  two  years 
before  the  expiration  of  the  apprenticeship,  a  dispute 
having  arisen  between  the  mistress  and  the  apprentice, 
the  latter  told  his  mistress  that  he  would  leave  the  place 
and  never  return  to  it;  and  accordingly  he  left  it  imme- 
diately without  the  consent  of  his  master,  and  never  re- 
turned, but  went  to  live  with  his  parents  in  the  parish 
of  Camborne^  where  they  occupied  a  small  cottage  at 
505.  a  year,  his  &ther  working  as  a  labouring  miner  in 
Hirland  mine.  During  the  time  the  apprentice  lived 
in  PhiUact^  his  master  worked  at  this  mine,  where  the 
apprentice  worked  with  him ;  and  after  he  had  left  his 
master,  he  continued  to  work  at  the  same  mine  under  bb 
Cither.  Tredinnickj  a  few  days  after  the  apprentice  had 
left  him,  found  him  working  for  his  father  at  Hirland 
mine,  and  told  his  fiither  that,  if  be  kept  the  apprentice, 
he,  Tredinnickf  would  take  up  his  wages.  The  fitther 
replied,  that  he  did  not  wish  to  keep  the  boy,  but  that 
he  would  not  go  back.  It  was  then  agreed  that  the  boy 
should  be  given  up  to  the  father,  in  consideration  of 
four  goineas  to  be  paid  on  the  next  mine  pay  day  for 
the  ores  on  which  the  father  and  son  were  then  work- 
ing. The  agreement  was  made  in  Miy,  and  the  money 
was  accordingly  paid  on  the  16th  of  August  following, 
when  the  indenture  was  delivered  up  by  Tredinnick 
to  the  father.  The  apprentice,  from  the  time  when 
be  quitted  Tredinnick^  lived,  with  his  knowledge,  in 
Camborne  with  his  father,  who  received  all  the  wages 
which  he  earned  at  the  mine,  supplying  him  with  meat 

and 
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18S4.  Parke  J.    I  doubt  much  whether  the  parties  here 

_  ever  contemplated  a  dissolution  of  the  apprenticeship ; 

agaiiut       whether,  as  Mr.  Cramder  puts  it,  there  was  more  than 

The  Inbabit- 

anuof  a  transfer  of  the  service.  Supposing  the  intention  to 
have  been  to  dissolve  the  apprenticeship,  I  doubt  also 
whether  the  consent  of  the  father  would  here  be  sufficient 
to  make  the  dissolution  complete.  But 'assuming  it  to 
be  sufficient,  still  the  agreement  was  prospective  and 
executory  till  the  consideration  for  giving  up  the  inden- 
ture should  be  paid:  it  was  not  to  be  considered  as 
operating  on  the  indenture  till  then.  If  the  intention 
was  merely  to  transfer  the^  services,  there  was  clearly  a 
residence  with  the  consent  of  the  master.  But,  suppos- 
ing that  there  was  a  dissolution  on  the  16th  of  August^ 
the  service  performed  in  the  meantime  in  the  mine 
was  done  first  under  the  master,  and  next  under  the 
fiitber  with  the  master's  assent,  till  the  time  when  it  was 
agreed  that  the  wages  should  be  made  up  and  the  in- 
denture delivered  over :  therefore  the  residence  with  the 
father,  up  to  that  time,  must  be  considered  as  having 
taken  place  under  the  indenture  of  apprenticeship. 

Patteson  J.  I  think  the  service  in  Camborne,  from 
Mtnf  to  August,  was  a  service  under  the  indenture.  Till 
August,  the  apprentice  lived  with  his  father;  the  money 
was  to  be  paid  in  August,  and  had  that  payment  not 
been  made,  the  master  would  have  got  back  the  ap- 
prentice. However,  I  do  not  think  that  there  was  any 
intention  to  dissolve  the  apprenticeship.  In  Sex  v. 
Harherton  (a),  which  was  cited  to  shew  that  the  appren- 
tice might  consent,  though  an  infant,  the  discharge  took 
place  after  the  apprentice  was  of  age. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 

(«}  1  T.  Ji.  159. 
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1834. 

Not  against  Reynolds  (a). 

A  SSUMPSIT  on  an  attorney's  bill,  and  for  money  Tbc  plaintiff; 
had  and  received.  The  defendant  pleaded  the  agreed,  for « 
general  issue,  except  as  to  2/.,  of  which  he  pleaded  a  sidentioii,  to 
tender.  At  the  trial  before  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  dSSaSw 
sitdngs  at  Westminster  after  Trinity  term  1833,  the  JJ^/J^'^j^ 
tender  was  admitted,   and  the  plaintiff  proved  work  pwcb«»«dupoa 

'  .  .  tlie  termt  that 

performed  according  to  a  bill,   which    amounted    to  the  veodor  and 

vendee  ahottld 

46L  17s.  Sd.  for  the  expenses  of  conveying  an  estate  to  paj  for  the 
the  defendant.      The  defendant  in  answer  proved  an  Muaipropor- 
agreement,  made  the  20th  of  August  1831,  between  the  pi^uff'alio^ 
vendors  on  the  one  part,  and  the  defendant  as  vendee  ^^^^^ 
on  the  other  part,  by  which  the  vendors  airreed  to  sell  J**''^  ^  P^ 

*      ^     •'  ^  any  ezpeniei» 

and  the  defendant  to  buy  certain  premises  at  Tottenham:  he.  theplaintifl; 

^  ^  would  not 

and  the  vendors  were  to  deliver  an  abstract  of  title  appij  to  the 

defendant  for 

forthwith,  and  to  deduce  a  clear  and  marketable  title  any  fonher 
to  the  satis&ction  of  the  solicitor  of  the  defendant,  The^conTey-' 


at  their  own  expense,  the  conveyance  to  be  paid  by  the  pbSSff. 
by  the  vendors  and  vendee  in  equal  proportions.  ^^JJ^^Mbe 
The  defendant  also  proved  the  execution  of  the  follow-  ▼endor,  that  if 

the  vendor 

ing  agreement  by  the  plaintiff:  — ''  Mr.  Reynolds  having  would  pay  Uie 
agreed  to  purchase  a  freehold  situate  at   Tottenham^  ofanothertrana. 
which  written  agreement  I  drew  up  between  the  parties,  himaelf  and 
I  (plaintiff)  hereby  agree  with  Mr.  Reynolds  to  convey  Kit^lJdi, 
the  same  to  him  for  a  mare  and  2/.,  as  his  share  of  the  ^^f^^ 

penaeaof  the 
dbovc  confyanee :   Held,  lihaft  eo  much  of  those  ezpenwa  aa  the  defendant,  (aa  hetwoan 
hinnelf  and  the  vendor,)  had  been  allowed  to  let  offagaintt  his  share  of  liability  on  the  other 
transaction,  was  money  bad  and  received  to  the  plaintiflT's  use.  and  might  be  recofiwd  by 
htniy  bfsidee  the  eoosideratton  originally  agreed  upon  for  making  the  oon?eyanoib 

(a)  This  cnie  was  decided  Jprii  SSd,  but  has  been  accidentally  mis- 

expenses 
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1834.        settlement  was  obtained.     If  the  money  had  never  been 

_i^   _  paid,  and  the  master  had  retained  the  indenture,  there 

Th^'hihi      ^^"'^  ^^^^  been  no  pretence  for  inferring  a  dissolution. 

MU  of        There  can  be  no  doubt,  that  the  agreement  to  discharge 
the  apprentice  was  prospective  and  conditional,  and  that 
the  master  intended  to  keep  the  indenture  till  the  con- 
dition was  performed.     And  the  intermediate  service 
was  under  the  indenture :   Bex  v.  Chipping  Warden  (a). 
The  master  might  have  changed  his  mind  before  the 
16th  of  Augusts  and  if  the  indenture  had  not  been  de- 
livered up,  the  apprenticeship  would  still  have  subsisted : 
Bes  V.  Shebbear  {b).     But,  further,  it  does  not  appear 
that  it  was  intended  to  put  an  end  to  the  apprentice- 
ship at  all.     The  father  kept  the  indentures  and  de- 
livered them  to  the  son  at  the  expiration  of  the  term  of 
the  apprenticeship.    The  inference  is,  that  it  was  merely 
meant  that  the  apprentice  should  serve  with  the  father 
by  the  master's  consent,  the  father  taking  the  master's 
place.     The  species  of  service,  though  not  that  men- 
tioned in  the  indenture,  was  the  same  as  that  which  had 
latterly   been   performed    under  the   master.     Bex  v. 
Shipton  {c)   principally   turned    on   the  eiFect   of  stat 
56G.  S.   c^  139.   5.9.,  which  did  not  come   into  oper- 
ation before  the   1st  of  October  1816.    Bex  ^i.  Lin- 
kinhome  {d)  and  Bex  v.  Banbuty  (e)   are  inapplicable, 
fur  the  residence  was   not,  in   either  case,   during  a 
service  to  which  the  original  master  had  assented  by 
communication  with   the  new  master.      This   case  is 
therefore  free  from  the  doubts  raised   in   those.     In 
Bex  v«  Barleston  {g)   the  transaction  took  place  after 

(d)  8  T.  R.  108.  (6)  1  East,  73. 

(c)  8  B.4;C.  88.  (rf;  5  B.  ^  JtL  413. 

(tf)  5B.^  Ad.  176.  (^)  SB.^  Aid.  780. 

the 
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the  passing  of  the  stat.  32  6. 3.  c.  57.  s*  7.,  which  enabled        18S4f. 


The  KiMo 


masters  to  transfer  apprentices  with  certain  forms,  and 

before  the  1st  of  October  1816,  the  day  after  which  the        o^mi* 

.  "^  Tlie  Inhabit. 

Stat  S^  G.  3.  c.  139.  5.9.  prohibited  any  transfer  with-        flmttof 

out  the  forms,  and  prevented  settlements  from  being 

gained  by  service  after  such  transfer.     The  Court  there 

considered  that,  although  the  transfer  of  the  apprentice 

was,  as  such,  imperfect,  it  operated  as  a  consent  of  the 

first  master  to  a  service  with  the  second,  and  therefore 

that  a  settlement  was  gained. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  {o)  I  am  of  Opinion  that  the  contract 
of  apprenticeship  was  not  dissolved,  at  all  events,  before 
August.  The  master  tells  the  father,  that  if  he  keeps 
the  apprentice,  he,  the  master,  will  stop  his  wages* 
After  a  discussion,  it  is  agreed  that  the  indenture  shall 
be  given  up  at  a  future  day  on  payment  of  four  guineas. 
So  far,  all  that  takes  place  is  merely  an  agreement. 
There  was  no  intention  of  giving  up  the  indenture  un« 
less  the  money  was  paid.  The  case  is  very  like  that  of 
Hex  V.  Chipping  Warden  (b).  It  is  not  material  to  con- 
sider whether  there  was  an  effectual  dissolution  after 
the  agreement  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  after  the 
agreement  there  was  a  working  with  the  father  by  the 
consent  of  the  master,  and  under  the  apprenticeship. 
It  is  true  that  the  binding  was  for  service  in  husbandry, 
and  that  the  working  afterwards  was  as  a  miner;  but 
the  master  had  taken  to  that  description  of  work ;  and 
he  consented  to  the  boy's  carrying  on  the  same  under 
his  father. 

(«)  Lord  Dtniman  C  J.  bad  left  the  Court.  (»)  8  7.  iMOS. 

Parke 
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^  1834.  and  clothes  and  other  necewaries,  like  the  rest  of  his 
children  who  lived  with  him.  After  the  apprentice  be- 
came of  age,  he  received  his  own  wages,  and  the  &ther 
then  delivered  up  the  indenture  to  him.  Some  time 
after  his  removal  to  Si.  Efth^  the  father  went  to  the 
parish  of  Craman  to  live,  and  was  there^  and  also  in 
Camborne  after  his  return  diither,  as  above  stated,  re- 
lieved by  the  parish  officers  of  Si.  Erth* 

Justin  and  Wintkrop  M.  Praed  in  support  of  the 
order  of  sessions.  No  settlement  was  gamed  in  Cam' 
bome^  by  P.  Btde  the  elder,  as  apprentice  to  Tredin^ 
nick.  First,  his  indenture  had  been  cancelled  by  the 
agreement  between  his  father  and  the  master,  and  the 
giving  up  of  the  indenture  by  consent  of  all  the  parties, 
Rex  V.  Si.  Mary  KaUendar  (a),  Rex  v.  TUckfidd  (i).  Rex 
V.  1Veddingi(m{e\  Rex  v.  Harberton  {d).  In  the  last 
case,  the  pauper  was  a  minor  at  the  time  of  the  dis- 
charging of  the  indenture.  Rex  v.  Ausirey{e)  was  the 
case  of  a  parish  apprentice^  whose  consent,  without 
that  of  the  parish  officers,  was  held  inoperative  while 
he  was  a  minor.  Here,  the  father  assented.  It  is 
true  that  the  apprentice  had  resided  forty  days  in 
Camborne  before  the  money  was  paid  or  the  ind^ture 
given  up.  But  the  agreement  must  be  considered  to 
have  cancelled  the  indenture ;  and  the  delivery  of  it  up, 
and  the  payment  of  the  money,  have  reference  to  the 
agreement  only.  Unless  the  agreement  took  effect  at  the 
time,  the  residence  between  May  and  Augusi  was  not 
with  the  master's  consent,  and  therefore  cannot  be  refer- 

(a)  Shtt,  8.  C.  p.  274.  No.  95.       (6)  Surr.  S.  C.  p.  511.  No.  164. 
(c)  J9IIIT.  8.  C.  p.  766.  No.  2S%     (d)  1  T.  R.  1S9. 


(<r)  Burr,  S.  C  p.  441.  Noi  143. 


red 
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red  to  tbe  flpprentiiceship.    But^  further,  independently       18S4* 
of  the  first  objection^  the  residence  cannot  be  referred  to 
the  indenture.    The  apprenticeship  may  be  considered 


Tba  'KiMo 


GwmsAM. 


.      .  lilt.*  ■        >  T^  Iphabil- 

as  havmg  a  doable  object,  instruction  and  maintenance.       Mm  of 

In  Bex  V.  LtnUnkome  (a),  the  residence  was  referred  to 

the  apprenticeship,  on  the  ground  of  the  maintenance 

proceeding  from  the  master;  here,  the  master  neither 

instructed  nor   mainUuned.     The   indenture  was  &r 

teaching  husbandry,  but  the  apprentice  was  senring  as 

a  miner,  and  he  was  maintained  by  bis  &ther  in  his 

fiunily.     There  must  be  some  connection  of  the  new 

service  with  the  ori^al  apprenticeship,  and  not  merely 

a  general  assent  by  the  original  master  to  a  service 

elsewhere:  Rex  v.  Shiptcn{b)^  Bex  v.  Whitchurch {c). 

Neither  of  these  cases  was  disputed  by  the  Court  in 

Bex  V.  Banbwy  {d)j  (Banbury  v.  Witney\  though  there 

was  a  diflTerence  of  opinion  on  the  Bench. 

Crander  contrsU  Bexs.  Austrey  {e)  shews  that  a  minor 
cannot  consent  to  the  dissolution  of  the  contract  of  ap- 
prenticeship ;  and  the  contract  here  was  not  dissolved  by 
what  passed  between  the  master  and  the  father,  since 
the  apprentice's  own  consent  had  no  effect  In  Bex  v. 
HarberUm  (g\  it  does  not  appear  that  the  receipt  of  the 
master  for  buying  off  the  apprentice's  time^  which  was 
relied  on  as  discharging  the  indenture,  was  not  given 
after  the  majority  of  the  apprentice.  Again,  even  if  the 
apprentice  was  capable  of  consenting  to  a  dissolution, 
tbe  case  shews  no  dissolution  till  the  money  was  paid 
and  the  indenture  delivered  up,  before  which  events  the 

(a)  sir.  4^  .id.  419.  (5)  SB.4:C.BS. 

(c)  1  0.  t  C  574.  ((f)  SS.^Aii.  176. 

(e)  Burr.  &  C  p.  441.  No.  US.      {g)  I  T.  M.  139. 

settle- 
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1834.  expenses  (as  per  agreement) :  provided  the  seller  objects 
to  pay  any  expenses,  I  hereby  promise  not  to  apply  to 
Mr.  jR.  for  any  further  sums.  8th  of  September  1831.'' 
Upon  cross-examination  of  the  defendant's  witnesses, 
it  appeared  that,  for  the  purpose  of  effectually  conveying 
the  estate,  it  was  found  necessary  that  a  fine  should  be 
levied ;  whereupon  the  defendant  agreed  with  the  vendors 
that  they  should  pay  the  whole  expense  of  the  fine  and  not 
pay  the  plaintiff  any  part  of  the  expense  of  the  convey- 
ance; and  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  been  able  to  obtain 
from  the  vendors  any  part  of  the  expense  of  the  con- 
veyance, which  had  been  wholly  prepared  by  him.  The 
delivery  of  the  mare  to  the  plaintiff  was  admitted.  Upon 
this  the  learned  Judge  nonsuited  the  plaintiff^  with  leave 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  18/.,  if  the  Court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  the  agreement  of  the  8th  o{  September 
1831  was  conditional,  and  that  the  condition  had  been 
broken  by  the  agreement  between  the  defendant  and  the 
vendors  for  the  expenses  of  the  fine  and  conveyance. 

JP.  Pollock  obtained  a  rule  accordingly  in  Michaelmas 
term  1833. 

Erie  and  Thomas  now  showed  cause.  The  last 
agreement  between  the  defendant  and  the  vendors 
cannot  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  for  any  other  work 
and  labour  than  that  which  he  has  performed  for  the 
defendant;  and  that  has  been  satisfied  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  agreement  of  the  8th  of  September.  No 
claim  can  arise  from  the  defendant  having  prevailed 
upon  the  vendors  to  take  upon  themselves  the  expense 
of  the  fine.  Even  if  that  has  prevented  the  plaintiff 
from  receiving  of  the  vendors  the  share  which  they 

must 


Not 
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must  otherwise  have  paid  of  the  other  expenses  of  the       18S4. 
oonyeyance^  the  plaintiff  cannot  avail  himself  of  it  as 
creating  a  fresh  contract,  for  the  purposes  of  this  action,       again$i 
between  the  defendant  and  himself. 


F.  Pollock  contra.  The  agreement  of  the  8th  of 
September  was  merely  a  personal  release  to  the  defendant 
with  respect  to  his  own  share  of  the  expenses  of  the 
conveyance.  The  defendant  has  fraudulently  obtained 
an  equivalent  for  the  plaintiff's  bearing  a  share  of  these 
expenses  which  was  not  properly  the  vendee%  and 
which,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  borne, 
by  prevailing  on  the  vendors  to  remit  the  defendant's 
share  of  the  expense  of  the  fine,  he,  in  return,  ex- 
empting them  from  payment  of  the  other  costs  of 
the  conveyance,  which  thereby  fell  upon  the  plaintifil 
By  the  agreement  of  September  the  8th,  the  plaintt£f^ 
after  stipulating  what  he  was  to  receive  as  the  de- 
fendant's share  of  the  expenses,  prbmised  to  refrain  from 
applying 'to  the  defendant  for  any  thing  beyond  that 
share,  in  case  only  of  the  vendors  refusing  to  pay  any 
expenses.  The  defendant  cannot  say  that  that  refusal 
has  taken  place;  for  he  has  himself  agreed  to  release 
the  vendors  from  their  share,  and  to  pay  it  himself. 
[Parke  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  agreement  of  the 
8th  of  September  is  not  applicable  to  the  fine.  Then 
the  case  is  as  if  the  vendors  had  paid  the  defendant  a 
sum  of  money,  instead  of  discharging  him  from  his  share 
of  the  expenses  of  the  fine,  and  the  defendant,  for  that 
sum,  had  taken  upon  himself  the  vendors'  sh^re  of  the 
other  expenses  of  the  conveyance.  That  would  be 
money  bad  and  received  by  the  defendant  to  the  use  of 

Vol.  I.  M  the 
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the  plaintiff.  Tbe  &ir  way  is  to  refer  it  to  the  Master 
to  ascertain  whether  any  and  what  sum  was  so^  in  efiect, 
received  by  the  defendant] 

Tke  Cou9i{a)  accordingly  directed  that  it  should  be 
referred  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  whether  the  defend- 
ant had  received  any  part  of  the  expenses  of  the  con- 
veyance by  setting  off  the  same  against  the  expenses 
of  the  fine ;  and,  if  he  had,  then  the  nonsuit  to  be  set 
aside,  and  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for 
that  amount;  if  not,  the  nonsuit  to  stand. 

(a)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUUedakf  Parke,  and  Paiieion  Ji. 


Ann  Hatslep  against  Gtmer. 

T^EBT  for  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of 
the  plaintiff.  Plea,  nil  debet  At  the  trial  before 
Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  London  sittings  after  last  Hikuy 
term,  the  following  facts  were  proved  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff:  —  The  defendant  was  executor  of  a  Mrs. 
fViliinsonj  and  the  plaintiff  lived  in  Mrs.  WUkinsonfs 
house  till  the  time  of  her  death.     On  the  reading  of 


Saturdayp 

Inaaacdon 
brought  to 
recoTsr  bsck 
notes  deUverfd 
to  the  defend- 
ant by  the 
plaintiflT.  the 
plaintiff  profed 
that  the  de- 
fendantt  who 
wasciecutorof 

plaintiff  as  to 
her  having  pos- 

snsion  of  some  property  belonging  to  W,,  the  plaintiffbanded  the  notes  over  to  the  defendant, 
sUting  that  If.  had  given  them  to  her»  the  plaintiff,  before  her  death.  The  defendant  did 
not  deny  the  statement,  but  had  no  means  of  knowing  Its  truth  or  falsehood.  There  was 
contradictory  evidence  as  to  whether  the  defendant  said  that  he  would  keep  the  notes,  or 
that  he  would  keep  them  to  be  returned  to  the  phdntiff  on  request  The  notes  had  been 
seen  in  the  plaintiff's  possession  before  IT.'s  death.  Other  evidence  was  given,  as  to  the 
fairness  of  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff  respecting  ff.*%  property  in  general : 

Held,  that  the  deeUuration  made  by  the  plaintiff  might  go  to  the  jury  as  evidence  in  her 
favour,  on  tbe  ground  (though  very  slight)  of  acquiescence  in  its  truth  by  the  defendant, 
and  also  as  being  a  part  of  £e  res  gestn  on  the  occasion  of  the  defendant's  obtaining  the 
notes,  and  as  giving  a  character  to  the  whole  conduct  of  tbe  plaintiffi 

Mn. 
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Mfs.  WilUnson's  will,  the  defendant  asked  the  plabtiff  1SS4. 
wlielber  she  had  not  possession  of  something  given  to  Uajmlmt 
her  by  Mrs.  Wilkinson^  and  how  she  had  obtained  it  j;«a»ut 
She  produced  a  parcel,  which  contained  bank  notes  of 
the  value  of  290/.,  and  said  that  Mrs.  JVilUman  had 
given  them  to  her  a  fortnight  before  her  deadi,  telling 
her  they  would  be  useful  to  her,  after  her  (Mrs.  Wil^ 
tmson's)  death ;  and  that  no  one  was  present  at  the 
time.  According  to  one  witness,  the  defendant  then 
said  that  he  should  keep  the  parcel  till  the  jdaintiff  re* 
quired  it;  according  to  another,  simply  that  he  should 
keep  it.  The  plaintiff  had  Mrs.  WiJkinsoriB  keys 
during  her  illness,  and  superintended  the'economy  of  the 
house.  Other  property  of  Mrs.  WUldnsorCs  to  a  con- 
siderable amount  was  shewn  to  have  been  in  the  power 
of  the  plaintiff,  which  was  found  by  the  executors  un- 
disturbed. Mrs.  fFilkinson  did  not  take  to  her  bed 
more  than  a  week  before  her  death.  During  that  week 
the  plaintiff  shewed  the  notes,  in  her  own  possession, 
to  a  witness.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  back 
these  notes.  The  defendant's  counsel  objected  that 
there  was  not  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  of  the  property 
of  the  notes  being  m  the  plaintiff.  His  Lordship  having 
left  the  whole  evidence  to  the  jury,  they  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plabtiff. 

Sr  James  Scarkitf  in  this  term,  moved  for  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  a  nonsuit  should  not  be  entered.  There 
was  no  evidence  at  all  of  property  in  these  notes,  except 
the  plaintiff's  own  account  of  the  matter.  Now,  al- 
though it  be  true,  that  where  a  party  to  a  cause  endea- 
vours to  establish  his  case  by  an  admission  of  the  adverse 
part7,  the  whole  of  that  admission,  and  of  the  circum- 

M  2  stances 
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18S4*  stances  under  which  it  is  made,  and  of  the  conversation 
of  which  it  forms  a  part,  becomes  evidence;  yet  it  is  not 
allowable  for  a  party  to  use  as  evidence  a  declaration 
made  by  himself,  on  the  ground  of  its  accompanying 
some  act  of  which  the  same  party  gives  evidence  as 
proof  of  his  own  case.  Here  the  plaintiflP,  being  entitled 
to  shew  the  delivery  of  the  bank  notes  to  the  defendant, 
sedks  to  prove  her  title  to  them  by  a  declaration  of  her 
own  at  the  time  of  such  delivery.  Even  on  her  own 
declaration,  it  may  be  doubted  whether  the  allq;ed  gift 
amount  to  more  than  a  donatio  mortis  causa,  [^Parke  J. 
Would  there  be  any  difference,  as  to  the  present  ease, 
between  a  donatio  mortis  causi  and  an  absolute  gift  ?] 
A  donatio  mortis  caus&  approaches  nearly  to  a  nun- 
cupative will;  it  is  distinguished  from  it  only  by  the 
circumstance  of  delivery.  The  legislature  having  been 
very  strict  as  to  the  proof  required  of  a  nuncupative 
will  (a),  the  Courts  will  also  require  strict  evidence  of  a 
donatio  mortis  causft ;  otherwise  the  inmates  of  a  de- 
ceased person's  house  would  have  great  fadlities  for 
appropriating  the  property. 

Cur.  adv.  vnU. 

On  this  day  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  think  it  makes  no  difierence  in 
this  case  whether  the  delivery  of  the  notes  to  Mrs.  Hay* 
step  was  a  gift  absolutely,  or  a  donatio  mortis  caos&. 
In  my  opinion  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury 
as  to  the  way  in  which  she  became  possessed  of  the 
monqr:  it  was  for  them  to  say  whether  the  account 
given  by  her  to  the  defendant  was  correct.     There  was 

(a)  See  29  C.  2.  cJ.  «.  19. 

(in. 
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(independently  of  tliat  acooont)  evidence  tbat  die  bad       1834. 
poisessioD  of  the  notes  while  Mrs.  Wilkinson  was  alive 
and  might  have  asked  for  them,  which  the  jury  might 
consider  as  adding  to  the  probability  of  the  phiintiff's 
statement. 

Pabke  J.  I  also  think  tbat  there  was  some  evidence 
to  go  to  the  jury,  though  slight.  A  declaraUon  made 
in  the  presence  of  a  party  to  a  cause,  becomes  evidence, 
as  shewing  that  the  party,  on  hearing  such  a  statement, 
did  not  deny  its  truth*  Such  an  acquiescence^  indeed,  is 
worth  veiy  little^  where  the  party  hearing  has  no  means 
of  personally  knowing  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  the 
statement.  But  the  verdict  appears  to  me  to  have  been 
consistent  with  the  justice  of  the  case,  and  I  am  not  dis- 
posed to  set  it  aside.  If,  as  one  witness  stated,  the  pro* 
perty  was  delivered  to  the  defendant  to  be  returned  on 
request,  the  defendant  was  undoubtedly  bound  to  rede- 
liver, unless  he  could  establish  a  jus  tertii.  If,  as  another 
witness  deposed,  the  defendant  merely  said  that  he  would 
keep  it,  it  would  present  a  very  different  case.  The 
jury  have,  probably,  taken  into  consideration  the  facts 
of  Mrs.  Heydep^s  previous  possession  of  this  property, 
of  her  having  had  access  to  other  property  which  was 
found  undisturbed,  and  of  her  having  produced  the 
notes,  when  asked  for,  to  the  defendant,  and  imme<« 
diately  told  him  the  manner  in  which  she  became  pos-* 
sessed  of  them,  which  statement  was  not  denied. 

Patteson  J.  As  to  the  question,  whether  the  de- 
claration was  evidence,  I  allow  that  there  is  a  difierence 
between  cases  where  a  party  to  the  cause,  by  proving  an 
admission  of  the  opposite  party,  lets  in  the  latter  to 

M  3  shew 
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18S4.  shew  the  whole  that  tcx>k  place»  and  cases  where  the 
party  attempts  to  make  his  own  declaration  evidence  in 
the  first  instance.  But  here  Mrs.  Hayslep  was  obliged 
to  shew  how  the  defendant  had  obtained  possession  of 
the  money,  and  she  might  give  evidence  of  what  she 
herself  said  at  the  time,  as  a  part  of  the  transaction; 
and  that  being  before  the  jury,  it  cannot  be  said  that 
they  were  not  entitled  to  give  it  consideration.  The  de- 
fendant, having  asked  her  how  she  obtained  the  money, 
did  not,  in  terms,  deny  the  truth  of  her  answer;  but  he 
retained  the  money,  and  thereby  perhaps  shewed  that 
he  did  not  acquiesce  in  her  account.  There  was,  how- 
ever, upon  the  whole  transaction,  evidence,  though  of 
very  trifling  weight,  to  go  to  the  jury,  and  there  were 
circumstances  which  supported  the  plaintiff's  statement. 
I  think  the  verdict  should  not  be  disturbed. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  think  the  acquiescence  of  the 
defendant  amounts  to  very  little  indeed.  But  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  or  not  the  evidence  of  what  passed 
ought  to  have  gone  to  the  jury.  The  whole  conduct  of 
Mrs.  Hayslep  was  evidence,  among  other  fects  in  the 
case,  to  shew  whether  or  not  she  had  obtained  the 
money  &irly,  and  under  what  circumstances  the  de- 
fendant got  possession  of  it  The  verdict  seems  to  me 
to  have  been  quite  proper. 

Rule  refused. 
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Curtis  agdnst  Greated.  ^'S^ih. 

A  SSUMPSIT  for  money  had  and  received.     Plea,  On  the  trial  of 
the  general   issue.     On    the   trial  before  Den-  ^dee^fw 
C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  after  Trinity  term  18SS,  it  ap-  ^JSj^otw, 

peared  that  the  action  was  brought  to  recover  50/.  S^^^®. 

deposited  with  the  defendant,  an  auctioneer,  upon  a  ^'JJJJLjf  ^**^» 

sale  of  goods  to  the  plaintiff  by  auction.     The  plaintiff  neapt  aod  the 

^        ^  conditUHif  of 

produced  a  receipt  signed  by  the  defendant,  purporting  sale  were  pro- 
that  the  money  had  been  received  <<  as  a  deposit  and  wbich'i 


part  payment:"  and  he  also  put  in  the  printed  con-  acriMthe' 

ditions  of  sale,  by  one  of  which  it  was  provided  that  the  ^^Sreraient 

vendee  should  pay  down  a  deposit,  and  should  imme-  jf  ^j^®°f*** 

diately  sign  an  agreement  for  the  payment  of  the  residue  P«^  ^•^ 

on  or  before  a  particular  day.    It  was  further  proved  written  agra^. 

ment  reipectinff 

that  the  vendor  fisiiled  to  complete  the  title  according  to  tbe  sale  o^ed 
the  condiUons.    A  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  on  cross-  tiff.   Held, 
examination,  stated  that  there  was  a  written  agreement  fendant  was 
reelecting  the  sale,   signed  by  the  vendee.     He  was  J^^JJ^ 
then  asked  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  whether  this  f*'??^*'*" 

'  lated  to  toe 

agreement  related  to  the  deposit     The  question  was  divosit,asthe 

"^  i    .  *  answer  might 

objected  to,  and  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  would  not  allow  make  it  in- 
cumbent on 
it  to  be  answered.    A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintifi^  the  plaintiff  to 

...  .  A        1     produce  the 

and  leave  given  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit     A  rule  writing  as  part 
nisi  was  afterwards  obtained  for  this  purpose,  against  ^    '*^*^' 
which 


Sir  James  Scarlett  and  W.H.  Watson  in  this  term 
shewed  cause.  First,  the  written  agreement  was  no  part 
of  the  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 

M  4  The 
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18S4.  The  plaintiff  gave  priin&  &cie  evidence  of  his  case  by 
""""^  shewing  the  deposit  of  the  money  widi  the  defendantf 
and  the  failure  of  the  consideration  by  the  non-com- 
pletion of  the  title:  if  the  defendant  wished  to  protect 
himself  by  the  written  agreement,  he  should  have  pro- 
duced it.  The  written  agreement  makes  no  part  of  the 
plaintiff's  case,  which  rests  not  on  that  agreement,  but 
on  fiulure  of  consideration  between  himself  and  the  de- 
fisndant.  Again,  the  defendant's  contract  is,  to  hold 
the  money  for  the  party  entitled  to  it  The  contract 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  vendor  b  a  distinct  matter, 
as  was  said  by  Dattas  J.  in  Lee  v.  Munn  {a),  IPaU 
teson  J.  The  contract  of  the  auctioneer  is  to  return  the 
money  to  the  plaintiff  if  the  vendor  be  not  entitied  to 
keep  it :  the  question  is,  whether  be  be  or  be  not  so 
entitled?]  Sappose  there  were  a  contract  between  the 
vendee  and  the  auctioneer,  and  afterwards  another  con- 
tract between  the  vendor  and  vendee,  the  latter  contract 
would  not  be  evidence  in  an  action  between  the  vendee 
and  the  auctioneer  on  the  former  contract  ZPaUesan  J. 
Why  not  ?  The  auctioneer's  contract  is,  to  return  on  a 
ceitain  event  t  the  latter  contract  may  be  evidence  as  to 
the  event]  The  event  is  the  non-performance  of  the 
conditions  of  sale.  Again,  the  Court,  if  it  take  notice 
of  the  agreement  at  all,  will  presume  that  it  is  the  in^** 
strument,  the  execution  of  which  is  contemplated  by  the 
conditions  of  sale^  and  that  it  is  conformable  to  those 
conditions.  If  it  vary  the  conditions  of  sale^  the  de^ 
fendant  ought  to  produce  it;  and  if  it  do  not  Vary 
them,  its  existence  is  immaterial. 

(a)  8  Tauni.  54. 

Sir 
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Sir  John  Campbell  (Attorney-General),  and  Mannings  ISSif. 
in  support  of  the  rule.  This  is  an  action  substandaUy 
brought  for  the  breach  of  the  agreement,  which  is  not 
produced.  The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  prove  that  he 
has  paid  money  to  the  defendant,  and  then  throw  it  upon 
the  defendant  to  shew  upon  what  consideration  It  was 
pud.  Therefore  if  it  appear  that  there  is  a  written 
agreement  connected  with  the  consideration,  the  plaintiff 
must  shew  that  agreement  as  part  of  his  case.  In  an 
action  for  rent,  if  the  plaintiff  make  a  primA  fiusie  case  of 
occupation  by  the  defendant,  and  it  appear  that  the 
occupation  was  under  a  written  instrument,  the  plaintiff 
must  make  that  instrument  part  of  his  casei  ILiitle' 
dale  J.  Suppose  a  deposit  paid  down,  and  that  there 
was  a  written  contract  prepared,  and  that  before  the 
signature  of  the  contract  it  was  discovered  that  the  title 
was  bad,  could  you  not  declare  for  the  money  without 
referring  to  the  contract?]  To  apply  that  argument^ 
it  must  be  assumed  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  agree- 
ment in  question  which  is  not  in  the  conditions  of  sale. 
Now  tlie  defendant  is  entitled  to  know  how  that  is^  in 
order  that  it  may  be  ascertained  whether  the  plaintiff  be 
bound  to  produce  the  agreement  as  part  of  his  case.  The 
conditions  of  sale  do  not  necessarily  bind  the  parties : 
they  might  alter  them  afterwards  by  the  agreement^  so 
as  to  modify  the  relation  of  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff* 
For  instance,  the  vendee  might  dispense  with  the  pro- 
duction of  the  vendor's  title,  as  in  Spratt  v.  Jeffm/.(a) 

Cur,  adv.  vtdL 

The  Court  now  delivered  judgment 

(a)  10  B*  i  C.  S49.     See  Cost  t.  Lord  Nugent,  5S.i  Ad.  58. 

Lord 


CURTU 
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1884.  Lord  Denman  C.  J.      The  Court  are  of  opinion 

that  I  ought  to  have  allowed  the  question,  whether  the 

agamtt  agreement  related  to  the  deposit,  to  be  answered.  This 
rule  must  therefore  be  made  absolute. 


LiTTLEDALE  X  concurred. 

Parke  J.  Had  the  question  been  put,  and  had  the 
answer  been,  that  the  instrument  was  conformable  to 
the  conditions  of  sale,  I  should  have  thought  that 
su£Bcient  evidence  of  its  contents,  and  I  should  have 
considered  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  produce 
it*  But  the  question  was,  whether  it  related  to  the 
deposit :  if  it  did,  it  might  be  a  necessary  part  of  the 
plaintiff's  case,  though  in  the  first  instance  it  did  not 
appear  to  be  so.  There  has  therefore  been  a  disallow- 
ance of  a  legitimate  question.  If  it  be  objected,  that 
this  is  oral  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  written  agree- 
ment,  the  answer  is,  that  some  oral  evidence  must  be 
given  to  introduce  the  fact  of  there  having  been  a  written 
instrument;  and  for  this  purpose  a  party  may  ask  in 
cross-examination  whether  there  was  not  an  agreement 
in  writing  upon  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit. 

Patteson  J.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Bishop  against  Hatch,  Clerk  (a).  ^SJS^th. 

Chuter  against  The  Same. 

IN  the  first  of  these  cases,  a  rule  was  obtained  in  last  The  anigmei 
of  an  insolTeDt 

Michaelmas  term,  calling  on  the  plaintifi^  to  shew  dergyman  do 

not  acquire  any 

caase  why  the  sequestration  granted  to  him   by  the  right  to  bis 
Ilord  Bishop   of    Winchester  against  the  defendant's  income  of  it,  by 
benefice  otSutton^  should  not  be  set  aside;  and  on  cause  nor  undTS^H^ 
being  shewn  daring  the  said  term,  the  Court  ordered  JU^^^JSon  m 
the  facts  and  the  question  upon  them  to  be  turned  into  a  ^^^^  ^„ 
special  case.   The  case  was  in  substance  as  follows :  —     f-  ^^f^^^  "d- 

judication  by 

The  defendant,  the  rector  of  Sutton^  in  the  county  of  the  imoWent 

Debtors*  Court 

Surrey  and  diocese  of  Winchester^  was  arrested  for  debt,  on  luch  iniol. 
and  held  to  bail.  He  surrendered  in  discharge  of  his  An  indmduai 
bail,  and  went  into  custody  on  the  12th  of  November  ^^tmmlj^ 
18S2.  When  in  prison,  he  petitioned  the  Insolvent  2^|^ce*fOThii 
Debtors'  Court  for  his  discharge,  and  on  the  same  day,  J[IJ^*'di°**" 
'November  28th,  1832,  executed  a  conveyance  and  as-  the  asugnment 

...  to  the  pro- 

signment  of  his  efiects  to  the  provbional  assignee,  as  Tiuonai  as. 

.  lignee ;  and  the 

the  statute  7  G.  4.  c.  57.  5. 1 1.  requires.     The  convey*  aHignees,  after 

ance  was  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  statute.     In  are  not  entitled 

February  1833  he  signed  and  filed  his  schedule,  and  ^tiMtration  of 

■uch  creditor, 
or  to  claim  preoedenoe  over  it  for  a  fcqueatration  issued  by  them  punuant  to  the  act. 

Sect.  34.  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors*  Act,  7  6. 4.  c.  57.  enacts,  that  where  a  prisoner  who 
applies  for  hb  diachafge  under  that  act  shall  have  executed  any  wanrant  of  attorney  to  oonfcsa 
judgment,  no  creditor  obtaining  judgment  thereupon  shall,  after  the  imprisonment  of  the 
debtor,  avail  himself  of  any  execution  issued  or  to  be  issued  on  such  judgment,  by  seisure 
and  sale^  or  by  sale,  of  hit  property :  Held,  that  the  sequestration  of  an  fn*lfflri«rti>al 
bcne6cie  is  not  an  execution  within  this  clause. 

When  the  Court  is  moved  to  set  aside  the  sequestration  of  a  benefice,  issued  by  t|ie 
bishop,  Qosere,  Whether  the  bishop  must  be  made  a  party  to  the  rule? 

(a)  Hiis  case  and  Chuter  v.    Hatch^  were  argued  on  the  same  day, 
JVviffjf,  4pril25th. 

the 
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Bimor 
mgmiui 
Haigh. 


1894.  the  matters  of  the  petition  and  schedule  were  heard  by 
the  above-mentioned  Court  on  the  15th  of  April  and 
14th  of  May  following,  on  which  latter  day  the  Court, 
by  an  order  of  adjudication  bearing  date  the  said  14th 
of  Mmff  declared  the  insolvent  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  the  act,  and  adjudged  him  to  be  discharged  out  of 
custody.    He  was  accordingly  discharged. 

After  the  assignment  to  the  provisional  assignee,  the 
said  Court  appointed  Frederick  Webb  and  Tkomas 
Thorpe  FaUamsj  two  of  the  creditors,  assignees  of  the 
estate  and  efiects  of  the  insolvent ;  and  by  assignmeilt 
executed  on  the  d9th  of  April  18S3,  all  the  said  estate, 
and  all  other  the  premises  comprised  in  the  former 
assignment,  were  duly  conveyed  and  assigned  to  WM 
and  FaUtmsj  in  trust  for  the  creditors  of  the  insolvent, 
according  to  the  act.  The  said  debts,  to  the  amount  of 
9000^,  remained  unpaid  when  this  case  was  stated. 

Before  the  conveyance  to  the  provisional  assignee^ 
viz.,  on  the  15th  of  November.  1832,  the  plaintiff  com- 
menced the  action  in  whith  this  case  was  entitled,  to 
recover  500/.,  due  on  a  bond  executed  in  1824.  The 
cause  was  tried  on  the  29th  of  January  1833,  and  a 
verdict  found  tor  the  plaintiff  for  500/. ;  and  subse- 
quently to  the  above  mentioned  conveyance  to  the 
-provisional  assignee,  but  before  the  said  order  of  adju- 
dication, viz.,  on  the  8th  otFebmary  1833,  the  plaintiff 
signed  judgment  for  500/.,  and  74/.  10s.  costs,  upon 
which,  and  before  the  order  of  adjudication,  viz.  on  the 
18th  of  February  1833,  he  sued  out  a  writ  of  sequestrari 
facias,  directed  to  the  Bishop  of  Winchester^  who,  on  the 
1st  of  March  following,  granted  the  plaintiff  a  seques- 
tration against  the  defendant's  rectory  of  Sutton^  for  the 
purpose  of  levying  the  said  debt  and  costs.  The  plain- 
tiff 
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tiff  was  mentioned  in  the  insolvent's  schedule  as  a  de-        1854. 
taining  creditor  for  the  said  sams  of  500/.  and  74/.  10^^ 
and  in  the  same  schedule  the  value  o(  the  rectory,  in- 
doding  tithes,  fees,  and  pew-rents,  was  estimated  at 
eooL  a  year. 

The  assignees,  after  the  adjudication,  requested  the 
Bishop  of  WinchesUr  to  grant  them  a  sequestration  of 
the  profits  of  the  benefice  for  payment  of  the  debts ; 
bat  the  bishop  declined  doing  so  till  the  validity  of  the 
sequestrations  already  issued  should  have  been  deter- 
mined. At  the  time  of  the  application,  several  seques- 
trations had  issued  besides  that  of  the  plaintifi^  all 
which,  the  assignees  contended,  were  void.  And  the 
point  made  by  them  as  to  the  present  sequestration  was 
•that,  after  the  assignment  to  the  provisional  assignee^ 
any  process  sued  out  by  an  individual  creditor  for  the 
purpose  of  sequestering  the  profits  of  the  benefice  to 
satisfy  his  own  debt,  was  invalid. 

In  the  case  of  Ckuter  v.  Hatch,  a  rule  had  also  been 
obtained,  calling  on  the  plaintifi^  to  shew  cause  why  a 
sequestration  against  the  same  benefice,  on  a  judgment 
entered  up  by  the  plaintifi^  on  a  warrant  df  attorney, 
should  not  be  set  aside,  and  why  the  sequestrator  should 
not  pay  over  to  the  assignees  all  sums  of  money  which 
he  had  received  by  virtue  of  the  sequestration.  Upon 
cause  being  shewn  against  this  rule,  in  last  Michaelmas 
term,  the  Court  directed  a  special  case  to  be  stated;  and 
it  was  agreed,  and  ordered  by  the  Court,  that  in  the 
mean  time  the  sequestrator  should  continue  to  receive 
the  profits  of  the  benefice,  and  should  keep  an  account. 
This  case  set  out  the  same  facts  and  dates  as  were 
contained  in  Bishcp  v.  Hatch^  respecting  the  arrest  and 
discfaaif;e  of  the  defendant,  the  appointment  of  as-* 

signees, 
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1834.  signees,  and  the  successive  assignments.  It  then  stated 
^  \  that,  in  January  1824,  the  defendant  gave  the  plaintiff 
ag^anu       a  Warrant  of  attorney  to  enter  up  judgment  for  1200/L 

Hatcb. 

as  a  security  for  a  certain  annuity,  and  it  was  declared 
by  the  said  warrant  of  attorney,  that  whenever  the  said 
annuity  or  any  part  thereof  should  be  in  arrear  twenty 
days,  the  plamtiff  should  be  at  liberty  to  sue  out  such 
execution  or  executions  as  he  should  think  fit,  for  the 
recovery  of  such  arrears.  Judgment  was  entered  up  on 
the  12th  of  Naoember  1824.  The  warrant  of  attorney 
and  judgment  were  mentioned  in  the  defendant's  sche- 
dule, and  the  plaintiff  was  therein  stated  to  be  a  creditor 
to  the  amount  of  552/.  for  arrears  of  the  annuity  secured 
by  such  warrant  of  attorney.  On  the  dd  of  November 
18S2,  the  plaintiff,  having  previously  sued  out  a  test- 
atum fi.  fa.  on  the  judgment  (to  which  the  sheriff  of 
Surrey  returned  nulla  bona,  and  that  the  defendant  was 
a  beneficed  clergyman,  having  no  goods  or  chattels, 
nor  any  lay  fee  within  his  bailiwick),  caused  a  writ  of 
sequestrari  facias  to  issue,  founded  on  the  said  return, 
directed  to  the  Bishop  of  Winchester^  and  indorsed  to 
levy  49  R  and  costs  of  sequestration  and  levy,  which 
last  mentioned  writ  was  duly  left  with  the  registrar  of 
the  diocese,  and  the  sequestration  bespoken  on  the  Sd 
oi  Naoember  1832.  On  the  5th  of  December  1832,  the 
bishop  granted  to  John  Charles  Hatl^  Gent,  the  plain^ 
tiff's  attorney,  a  sequestration  of  the  defendant's  rec- 
tory, dated  the  6th  of  the  same  month,  and  the  said 
J,  C  Hall  gave  a  bond  to  the  bishop,  with  condition 
that  he  should  well  and  truly  collect  the  fruits,  tithes, 
profits,  and  emoluments  of  the  said  parish  church  of 
Sutton^  and  cause  the  said  church  to  be  sufficiently 
served,  and  should  make  a  true  and  perfect  account, 

&C., 
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&&»  aod  indemnify  the  bishop  and  his  officers.  The 
said  J.  C.  HaU^  in  the  performance  of  his  duty  as 
sequestrator,  had  received  considerable  sums  on  account 
of  the  tithes  and  other  profits  of  the  benefice^  and  had 
also  necessarily  expended  considerable  sums.  The  tithes 
are  compounded  for  by  fixed  annual  payments. 

The  case  then  stated  an  application  made  to  the 
bishop  by  the  assifipiees  for  a  sequestration,  and  that 
he  had  refused  to  grant  it  till  the  validity  of  those 
already  issued  should  have  been  decided  upon  by  this 
Court:  that  several  other  sequestrations  had  issued 
when  the  application  was  made,  over  all  of  which, 
including  that  obtained  by  Bishop^  the  sequestration 
of  the  present  pIainti£P  had  priority;  and  all  of  which, 
the  assignees  contended,  were  invalid  for  the  same 
reasons  as  were  assigned  in  the  present  case;  except 
Bishop%  to  which  only  one  of  those  reasons  applied. 

The  assignees  contended  that  the  present  seques- 
tration was  invalid,  first,  on  the  ground  stated  in 
Bisko^s  case;  and,  secondly,  by  section  S4.  of  the  act, 
7  G.  4.  €•  51.  The  plaintiff  maintained,  first,  that  the 
bishop  and  the  sequestrator  ought  to  have  been  originally 
made  parties  to  the  rule;  and,  secondly,  that  the  se- 
questration was  valid,  and  that  the  assignees,  till  they 
also  obtained  one,  had  ho  claim  on  the  estate,  and  even 
then,  no. title  to  priority.  The  question  for  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  (subject  to  the  preliminary  objection)  was, 
whether  Chuler^s  sequestration  were  valid,  and  whether 
the  assignees  were  entitled  to  have  the  money  received 
under  it  paid  to  them,  or  any  other  order  made  re- 
specting the  same  for  their  benefit.  The  two  cases 
came  on  together  for  argument  in  the  present  term.  A 
question  being  made  which  party  should  begin,  the 

Court 
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Bishop 
agairui 
Hatch. 
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18S4.       Court  said  they  would,  in  each  case,  first  hear  the 
oottosel  in  support  of  the  sequestration, 

Harrison  for  the  plaiudflP  Bishop*  The  assignees 
must  Gcwtend  that  the  defendant's  ecdesiastical  goods 
vested  in  them  by  tlie  assignment  to  the  provisional 
assignee;  the  plainti£P  maintains  that  nothing  could 
pass  to  them  till  the  adjudication  of  the  Insolvent 
Debtor's  Court  The  effect  of  7  G.  4.  c.  57.  s.  11.  (a)» 
which  directs  the  conveyance  to  the  provisional  as- 

(a)  7  (7.  4.  c.  57.  f.  1 1.  enacts,  '<  That  such  prisoner  shall,  at  the  time 
of  subscribing  the  said  petition,  duly  execute  a  conveyance  and  assigo* 
meat  to  the  proristonal  assignee  of  the  said  court,  in  such  fonn  as  is  to 
this  act  annexed,  of  all  the  estate,  rights  title^  interest,  and  trust  of  such 
prisoner,  in  and  to  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects  of  such 
prisoner,  both  within  this  realm  and  abroad,  except  the  wearing  apparel, 
beddiog^  and  other  such  necessaries  of  such  person,  and  his  or  her  fiumily, 
and  the  working  tools  and  implements  of  such  prisoner,  not  exceeding  in 
the  whole  the  value  of  202. ;  and  of  all  future  estate,  right,  title,  interest, 
and  trust  of  such  prisoner,  in  or  to  any  real  and  personal  estate  and  effeda 
within  this  reahn  or  abroad,  which  such  prisoner  may  purchase^  or  which 
may  revert,  descend,  be  devised  or  bequeathed,  or  come  to  him  or  her 
before  he  or  she  shall  become  entitled  to  his  or  her  final  discharge  in  pur- 
suance of  this  act  according  to  the  adjudication  made  in  that  behalf;  or 
in  case  such  prisoner  shall  obtain  his  or  her  discfaaige  from  custody  with- 
out any  adjudication  being  made  in  tlie  matter  of  his  or  her  petition,  then 
before  such  prisoner  shall  be  at  large  and  out  of  custody;  and  of  all  debts 
due  or  growing  due  to  such  prisoner,  or  to  be  due  to  him  or  her  befim 
such  discharge  as  aforesaid;  which  conveyance  and  assignment,'  so  ex- 
ecuted as  aforesaid,  in  fonn  aforesaid,  shall  vest  all  the  rsal  and  personal 
eatate  and  effects  of  such  prisoner,  and  all  such  future  real  and  personal 
estate  and  effects  as  aforesaid,  of  every  nature  and  kind  whatioever,  and 
all  such  debts  as  aforesaid,  in  the  said  provisional  assignee ;  and  the  same 
shall  be  made  sulject  to  a  proviso,  that  in  case  the  petition  of  any  such 
prisoner  shall  be  dismissed  by  the  said  court,  such  conveyance  and  mtagB- 
ment  shall,  from  and  after  such  dismission,  be  null  and  void  to  all  intents 
and  purposes:  and  the  said  court  is  hereby  empowered  to  dismiss  any 
such  petition  in  the  matter  whereof  a  final  adjudication  shaU  not  have  been 
made  in  pursuance  of  this  act,  at  any  time  when  it  shall  seem  lit  to  tha 
said  court  to  disnuss  the  same." 

signee, 
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flignee,  is  to  place  him  (and  the  subsequent  assignees  18S4. 
who  take  by  conveyance  firom  him)  on  the  same  fix>ting, 
as  to  property  of  this  kind,  with  other  judgment  a^ainu 
creditors.  By  section  28.  (a),  the  adjudication  of  the  In- 
solvent Debtors'  Court  is,  to  the  assignees,  what  a  levari 
facias  would'  be  to  another  creditor;  though  the  writ 
of  sequestration,  grounded  upon  the  adjudication  of  the 
Court,  differs  from  an  ordinary  execution,  inasmuch  as 
the  writ  is  a  continuing  one,  and  so  framed,  that  the 
service  of  the  church  may  be  provided  for  out  of  the 
receipts  of  the  benefice,  and  the  other  ecclesiastical 
charges  properly  defrayed,  which  would  not  be  done  if 
the  creditors  might  from  time  to  time  levy  the  whole 
proceeds.  But  every  judgment  creditor  is  likewise 
entided  to  a  sequestration  by  virtue  of  his  judgment; 
and  the  ordinary  rules  as  to  priority  must  prevail  as 
between  him  and  the  assignees,  unless  there  be  any 
thing  in  the  Insolvent  act  which  expressly  prevents  it; 
and  nothing  of  that  kind  appears.  The  legislature  has 
shewn  its  jealousy  of  any  interference  by  the  assignees, 
as  such,  with  ecclesiastical  endowments,  by  the  clause 
in  sect.   22.,  where  the  right  of  nomination  to  any 


(a)  7  (t.  4.  c.  57.  I.  SS.  **  Provided  always,  and  be  it  further  enacted. 
That  nothing  in  this  act  contained  sbaU  eitend  td  entitle  the  assignee 
'  or  assignees  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  any  such  prisoner,  being  a  beneficed 
dergynan  or  ctirate,  to  the  income  of  such  benefice  or  curacy,  for  the 
pnrpoaes  of  this  act :  Provided  always  nerertbeless,  that  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  sadi  awgnee  or  assignees  to  apply  for  and  obtain  a  sequestration  of 
the  profit  of  any  such  benefice,  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  such 
priMoer;  and  the  order  of  aiQudicatioQ  made  in  the  matter  of  such 
priaooer's  pctitioo,  in  pursuance  of  this  act,  shaU  be  a  sufficient  warrant 
fair  the  grantiBg  of  such  sequestration,  without  any  writ  or  other  proceed- 
inga  to  ttirthoriae  the  same;  and  such  sequestration  shall  accordingly  be 
iMued,  oi  tbe  aaOM  might  have  been  issued  upon  any  writ  of  levari  facias, 
imroded  upon  any  judgment  against  such  prisoner.*' 

Vol.  I.  N  vacant 
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1834*.       vacant  ecclesiastical  benefice  is  excepted  from  among 
'T  those  powers  and  trusts  which  the  assignees  may  execute 

againsi        in  place  of  the  insolvent.     The  only  authority  by  which 

Hatch. 

the  assignees  can  take  ecclesiastical  property  is  the 
twenty-eighth  section  of  this  act;  for  before  such  a 
clause  was  introduced  into  the  insolvent  acts,  they 
could  not  seize  the  profits  of  a  benefice ;  Arbuckle  v. 
CawUin  {a) :  nor  could  they  reach  the  half  pay  of  an 
officer,  till  a  remedy  was  in  like  manner  provided  by  the 
legislature;  Flarty  v.  Odium (b).  Now,  by  sect.  28^ 
the  assignees,  to  avail  themselves  of  the  profits  of  a 
benefice,  must  obtain  a  sequestration  as  there  directed ; 
and  for  obtaining  it,  the  adjudication  of  the  Insolvent 
Debtor's  Court  is  a  condition  precedent.  A  creditor 
who  has  sequestered  before  that  condition  has  been 
fulfilled,  must  enjoy  the  benefit  of  his  priority.  If  the 
provisional  assignee  takes  the  profits  of  the  benefice  by 
virtue  of  the  assignment  to  him,  his  title  is  defeasible  at 
any  time  by  the  dismissal  of  the  insolvent's  petition ; 
and  while  he  so  holds,  there  can  be  no  certain  provision 
made  for  the  cure  being  served  and  the  ecclesiastical 
charges  defrayed ;  but  when  a  sequestration  is  obtained, 
a  bond  is  always  given  to  the  bishop  for  the  due  fulfil- 
ment of  these  objects.  This  shews  that  a  sequestration 
is  the  proper  medium,  and  it  is  the  one  contemplated  . 
by  the  legislature,  through  which  assignees,  like  other 
creditors,  are  to  avail  themselves  of  ecclesiastical  proi 
perty;  and  the  statute  says  that  the  assignees  may 
adopt  this  course  after  the  adjudication  of  the  Insolvent 
Debtors'  Court,  but  not  before. 

(a)  3B.  i  p.  321.  (b)  S  T.  U,  6fil. 

J.  L.  Adolphus 
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J.  L.  Adolphiis  contra.     The   present  application  is        18S4. 
conformable  to  the  intention  of  the  laws  relative  to        "^ 

Bishop 

insolvents,  namely,  that  the  debtor  shall  obtain  his  ^'i?"^'"' 
liberty  by  giving  up  to  his  creditors,  for  equal  dis- 
tribution, all  the  property  (with  some  trifling  excep- 
tions] which  he  possessed  when  he  applied  for  his  dis- 
charge. If  the  argument  on  the  other  side  prevail, 
a  beneficed  clergyman,  who  has  judgment  creditors, 
may  gain  his  release  without  fulfilling  this  condition; 
for  those  creditors  may  obtain  a  payment  in  full,  to  the 
disadvantage  of  the  others,  and  yet  the  debtor  be  dis- 
charged as  to  all.  The  words  of  sect.  11.  are  very 
comprehensive,  and  seem  calculated — as  Lord  Tenter^ 
den  said,  in  Wright  v.  Fairfield  {a\  of  the  twelfth  and 
sixty-third  sections  of  the  bankrupt  act,  6  G.  4.  £?.  16.  — 
•'  to  give  the  assignees,  for  the  advantage  of  the  creditors, 
every  beneficial  matter  belonging  to  the  estate."  This 
intention  is  farther  shewn  by  the  language  of  sections 
16.,  19.,  24.,  70.,  and  the  form  of  assignment  at  the  con- 
clusion of  the  act.  The  question  then  is,  how  far  the 
general  operation  of  sect.  11.  is  modified  by  the  proviso 
in  sect.  28.  That  proviso  of  itself  seems  to  shew  that 
the  legislature  thought  an  express  limitation  necessary, 
to  prevent  ecclesiastical  property  from  passing  at  once, 
under  the  eleventh  section.  The  words  are,  that 
nothing  in  that  act  contained  shall  entitle  the  assignees 
to  the  income  of  any  benefice  for  the  purposes  of  the 
act;  provided  always,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
assignees  to  obtain  a  sequestration,  and  the  order 
of  adjudication  shall  be  a  warrant  for  granting  it* 
The   meaning   is,    that   the   assignees   shall    not,    by 

(a)  2  n.  i3r  A(L  732. 

N  2  virtue 
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1834.  virtue  of  the  other  clauses,  be  entitled  absoUilely  to  the 
income ;  but  it  does  not  prevent  their  taking,  from  the 

Bishop  ^  ^  ^  ^ 

a^ain1i  time  of  the  assignment,  such  an  interest  and  right  in 
the  property  as  excludes  all  other  creditors,  though  the 
right  is  not  perfected,  so  as  to  be  brought  into  actual 
operation,  till  the  adjudication  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Court.  The  meaning  of  the  clause  may  be  judged  of 
from  its  object*  An  incumbent  has  but  a  qualified  pro- 
perty in  the  fruits  of  his  benefice;  he  must  devote  a 
part  of  them,  if  it  become  necessary,  to  ecclesiastical 
purposes,  as  repairing  the  parsonage^house,  and  pro- 
viding for  the  service  of  the  cure,  where  he  himself  is 
unable  to  perform  it;  and  if  he  will  not  so  employ 
them,  the  bishop  may  take,  and  apply. them  to  those 
purposes,  by  sequestration.  Now  if,  by  assignment 
under  the  Insolvent  Act,  the  assignees  became  abso- 
lutely entitled  to  the  income  of  the  benefice,  no  part  of 
it  could  any  longer  be  compulsorily  appropriated  to 
those  purposes,  and  the  assignees  would  be  more  com- 
pletely masters  of  the  ecclesiastical  property  than  the 
incumbent  himself  had  been.  To  avoid  this,  the  twenty- 
eighth  section  is  introduced.  The  proceeding  there 
directed  is  by  sequestration,  which  preserves  to  the 
bishop  his  proper  control  over  the  funds,  while  it 
delivers  to  the  assignees  so  much  of  them  as  is  not 
required  for  ecclesiastical  uses.  The  assignees,  then, 
acquire  "by  the  assignment  a  right,  capable  of  being 
enforced  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  section  28.,  to 
such  part  of  the  income  of  the  benefice  as  may  prove 
applicable,  under  the  sanction  of  the  bishop's  officer,  to 
the  payment  of  the  debts.  And  if  the  assignment  vests 
in  them  any  right  on  behalf  of  the  general  body  of  cre- 
ditors, an  individual  creditor  cannot  afterwards  seize  the 

property 
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property  for  his  own  debt  There  are  other  instances  1834. 
where  the  assignees,  by  this  act,  clearly  become  entitled 
to  certain  descriptions  of  property  under  the  assign-  aMmngt 
ment,  bat  the  reducing  of  it  into  possession  depends  on 
proceedings  to  be  subsequently  taken:  sections  16.  and 
27.  If  the  title  of  the  assignees  in  this  case  does  not 
come  to  them  by  the  assignment,  how  does  it  accrue  ? 
The  twenty-eighth  section  does  not  provide  that  any 
title  shall  vest  by  the  adjudication,  but  merely  that  it 
shall  be  a  warrant  for  execution,  which  implies  a  right 
of  recovery  already  existing,  and  partly  carried  into 
eifect  by  course  of  law.  The  sequestration  is  to  issue 
^'  as  the  same  might  have  been  issued  upon  any  writ  of 
levari  facias,  founded  upon  any  judgment  against  such 
prisoner."  Jrbuckle  v.  Ccwtan  (a)  is  no  authority  on 
the  other  side.  The  question  there  was,  under  a  former 
Insolvent  Act,  37  G.  3.  c.  lli^.,  whether  or  not  the  as- 
signees of  an  insolvent  vicar  so  far  succeeded  to  his  eccle- 
siastical rights  that  they  could  bring  assumpsit  for  use 
and  occupation  against  his  lessee  of  the  vicarage  house ; 
and  it  was  held  that- they  could  not.  Lord  Alvanley 
there  says  (b\  *^  That  a  private  creditor  should  be  able 
to  avail  himself  of  a  writ  of  sequestration  for  the  purpose 
of  satisfying  his  debt  out  of  the  benefice  of  a  clergyman, 
and  yet  that  where  the  legislature  has  vested  the  whole 
property  of  the  debtor  in  assignees  for  the  benefit  of 
the  creditors  in.  general,  those  assignees  should  not  have 
any  power  to  afiect  his  benefice,  would  certainly  be  an 
anomaly  in  the  law.  Whether  there  be  any  means  of 
obviating  this  anomaly  I  will  not  pretend  to  say."  He 
appears  to  recognise  the  claim  of  the  assignees  to  this 

{a)  5B.i  P.  521.  (6;  P.  329. 

N  3  kind 
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1834.  kind  of  property ;  the  difficulty  he  suggests  is  in  render- 
■^j^  ing  it  available.  After  stating  that  no  instance  has 
,  tisainst  been  found  in  which  proceedings  against  a  benefice 
have  taken  place  under  a  commission  of  bankrupt,  he 
adds,  ^^  Nor  shall  I  undertake  to  point  out  in  what 
manner  the  assignees  in  this  case  must  proceed.  But 
although  there  may  be  difficulties  in  the  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding,  we  are  not  therefore  to  hold  that  the  nature 
of  the  property  which  a  clergyman  has  in  his  benefice 
is  changed  by  the  operation  of  an  insolvent  act,  or  that 
the  assignees  under  such  an  act  will  be  entitled  to 
demand  and  receive  ecclesiastical  dues."  The  next 
Insolvent  Act  which  passed  was  the  general  one  of 
55  G.  S.  c.  102. ;  and  in  that,  for  the  first  time,  a 
clause  is  introduced  {s.  27.)  in  nearly  the  same  words 
as  section  28.  of  the  present  act,  and  containing  also 
a  provision  as  to  the  pay  of  military  and  other  officers, 
similar  to  that  in  sect.  29.  of  the  act  now  in  force. 
There  can  be  litde  doubt  that,  as  the  latter  was  intended 
to  meet  the  difficulty  raised  by  the  case  of  Flarty  v. 
Odium  (a),  so  the  former  was  introduced  to  remove  the 
anomaly  complained  of  by  Lord  Alvanley  in  Arbuckk  v. 
C(mtan{b)\  and  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  legis- 
lature meant  to  do  this  effectually.  But  to  provide  that 
the  assignees  may  apply  for  and  obtain  a  sequestration 
of  the  profits  of  the  benefice,  for  which  the  adjudication 
shall  be  a  warrant,  is  nugatory  in  a  case  where  there 
are  judgment  creditors,  unless  it  be  taken  to  mean  that 
the  assignees  exclusively  shall  be  entitled  to  such  seques- 
tration. They  are  precluded  from  obtaining  it  till  after 
the  adjudication,  which,  by  the  statute,  may  be  delayed 

(rt)  3  T.  R.  681.  (b)  5  B.  i  P.  321. 

many 
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many  months;  the  judgment-creditor  being  under.no        1834* 
such  restriction,  may,  according  to  the  argument  for 

Bishop 

the  plaintifl^  ^^PP^J  ^'^^  ^  sequestration  immediately ;  and        agamsi 

111  .  1  i<        t  /  \         Hatch. 

he  has  always  warnmg  to  do  so,  for  the  act  (sect  42.) 
directs  that  notice  of  the  insolvent's  petition  and  of  the 
time  of  hearing  shall  be  given  to  every  creditor  named 
in  the  schedule  whose  debt  amounts  to  5L  If,  therefore, 
the  construction  relied  upon  on  the  other  side  is  to 
prevail,  the  clauses  just  referred  to,  combined  with  the 
twenty-eighth  section,  seem  expressly  contrived,  in  a 
case  like  the  present,  to  defeat  assignees  and  frustrate 
the  general  policy  of  the  statute. 

Skee,  for  Chuter.  First,  the  present  application  is 
irreguhir,  inasmuch  as  the  bishop  was  not  made  a  party 
to  the  rule.  The  assignees  are,  in  effect,  calling  for  a 
distribution  of  ecclesiastical  property  by  lay  hands. 
Their  application  in  this  case  is,  that  all  sums  of  money 
received  under  the  sequestration  may  be  paid  over  to 
them.  This  would  leave  nothing  for  the  service  of  the 
cure.  There  is  no  instance  of  such  a  rule  having  been 
granted.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  If  we  make  such  a  rule 
absolute,  we  cannot  assign  a  provision  for  the  cure; 
and  I  do  not  see  how  we  can  modify  the  rule.]  The 
proper  application,  if  the  parties  were  entitled  to  make 
it,  would  be  that  the  bishop  should  give  them  prece- 
dence over  the  other  creditors :  but  the  bishop  ought  to 
have  been  called  upon  to  shew  cause,  and  to  return 
how  much  he  had  levied.  This  was  the  course  taken 
in  Bennett  v.  Apperley{a)  and  Rex  v.  The  Bishop  of 
London  {b).     So  in  Mardi  v.  Fa'uxett^c)  the  rule  nisi 

(fl)  eB.^C  650.  (4)    1  Dotvl,  ^'  R.  486. 

(c)  2  H.  B.  582. 
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1834.       was  directed  to  the  bishop.     Then,  as  to  the  points 

r  taken  by  the  assignees.     It  is  said  that  dutet^s  seques- 

agamu        tiation  Is  void  by  7  G.  4.  c.  57*  $•  34.  (a),  being  an 
Hatcii. 

execution  on  a  judgment  entered  up  on  a  warrant  of 
attorney,  and  having  issued  after  the  insolyent  was  in 
prison.  But  the  sequestrari  facias  issued  on  the  Sd  of 
November^  when  the  insolvent  was  still  at  lai^e,  and 
that  is  the  only  process  which  the  parties  can  enquire 
into  before  this  Court  They  cannot  bring  in  question 
here  the  validity  of  the  sequestration,  which  is  the 
bishop's  process,  and  merely  ecclesiastical.  IParke  J. 
It  would  be  void  by  the  statute,  if  the  clause  applies.] 
It  does  not  apply  to  a  sequestration,  but  only  to  such 
process  as  may  issue  out  of  the  Court  in  which  the 
judgment  is  obtained.  The  section  refers  to  executions 
of  which  the  creditor  avails  himself  by  seizure  and  sale : 
that  cannot  have  been  meant  to  include  the  seques- 
tration of  a  benefice,  where  it  may  very  probably  happen 
that  there  is  neither  seizure  nor  sale.  Nor  can  it  be 
extended  to  cases  like  the  present,  where  a  warrant  of 
attorney  has  been  given  long  before  the  insolvency,  to 
secure  a  just  debt :  the  object  of  the  legislature  was  to 

(a)  7  6.  4.  c.  574  «.  74.  "  And  be  it  further  enacted,  Tbal  in  all 
cases  where  any  prisoner,  who  sliall  petition  the  said  court  for  relief  under 
this  act,  shall  have  executed  any  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judgment, 
or  shaU  have  given  any  cognovit  actionem,  whether  for  a  valuable  con- 
sidention  or  otherwise,  no  person  shall,  after  the  commencement  of  the 
imprisonment  of  such  prisoner,  avail  himself  or  herself  of  any  execution 
issued  or  to  be  issued  upon  any  judgment  obtained  or  to  be  obtained 
upon  Buch  warrant  of  attorney  or  cognovit  actionem,  either  by  seiaare 
and  sale  of  the  property  of  such  prisoner,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  by  sale 
of  such  property  theretofore  seized,  or  any  part  thereof,  but  that  any  per- 
son or  persons  to  whom  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  shall  be  due  in 
respect  of  any  such  warrant  of  attorney  or  cognovit  actionem,  shall  and 
may  be  a  creditor  or  creditors  for  the  same  under  this  act*' 

prevent 
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prevent  the  debtor  from  giving  a  preference  to  any        1884. 
particolar  creditor  by  an  instrument  executed  at  the       *" 
tkne  of  the  insolvency.     [Patteson  J.    The  act  only        aKninsi 
refers  to  the  issuing  of  process  during  the  short  in^ 
terval  of  time  between  the  surrender  to  prison  and  the 
assignment.     A  just  creditor,   who  has  obtained   his 
judgment  by  means  of  a  verdict,  may  seize  even  during 
the  imprisonment.]    A  cognovit  or  warrant  of  attorney 
might  be  given   on  as  good    grounds  as  a  verdict. 
\Parhe  J.    The  clause  is  express  as  to  them.    It  is  like 
sect.  108.  of  die  Bankrupt  Act,  6  6. 4.  c.  16.]    Process 
against  an  ecdesiastical  benefice  is  not  within  the  clause. 
If  it  extends  to  a  sequestration,  it  might  even  be  said 
to  include  an  elegit.     (He  then  proceeded  to  argue  the 
point  before  discussed  in  Bishop  v.  Hatch.) 

J.  L.  Adolfkus  contr^.  In  the  cases  cited,  where  the 
bishop  was  made  a  party  to  the  rule,  the  object  of  the 
application  was  to  have  something  done  by  him ;  that 
is  not  so  here,  and  therefore  it  was  unnecessary  that  he 
should  be  called  upon.  The  only  object  here  is  to  set 
aside  process  which  the  bishop  has  issued  ministerially, 
being,  in  the  exercise  of  this  part  of  his  duties,  as  it 
is  often  said,  *^  an  ecclesiastical  sheriff."  {a)  The  sheriff 
in  ordinary  cases  is  not  made  a  party  to  a  rule  for  set- 
ting aside  process.  [^Parke3.  Is  there  any  precedent 
for  setting  aside  a  sequestration  without  making  the 
bishop  a  party  to  the  rule  ?]  Britten  v.  Wait  (b)  is  one. 
There  a  sequestration  had  issued,  and  money  had  been 
received  under  it;  and  this  Court  stayed  proceedings 
on  tlie  sequestration;  yet  the  bishop  was  not  made  a 

(a)  See  JBurtCt  Ecckiiatlical  Lnwt  title  Sequettr^itim,  vol.  iii.  p.  339, 
340.  8th  od. 

(b)  SB.  i  Jtd,  915. 

party. 
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1834.        party.     And   there    have   lately   been    several   other 


BnHor 


applications  to  the   Court   (in  Flight  v.  Salter  (a)  and 
agahut       Other  cases  of   that    class)    where    the  setting  aside 

Hatch. 

of  the  bishop's  sequestration  necessarily  formed  part 
of  the  rules,  and  yet  it  does  not  appear  that  he  was 
called  upon  to  shew  cause.  {lAMedale  J.  When  a 
sequestration  issues,  it  is  his  duty  to  see  that  the  cure 
is  provided  for  out  of  the  proceeds.]  That  reason  for 
making  him  a  party  might  have  been  urged  in  Britten 
V.  Wait{p\  but  does  not  seem  to  have  been  insisted 
upon,  though  the  Court  ultimately  made  a  rule  for 
taking  an  account  before  the  Master  of  the  profits  re- 
ceived under  the  sequestration.  {^Ltttledale  J*  Suppose 
the  bishop  had  actually  paid  over  money.]  The  Court, 
on  referring  the  matter  to  the  Master,  might  easily 
shape  the  rule  so  as  to  protect  the  bishop.  Then,  as 
to  the  effect  of  the  thirty-fourth  section.  It  cannot  be 
contended  that  a  sequestration  is  not  an  execution ;  and 
whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  has  actually 
enforced  it  by  seizure  and  sale  can  make  no  difference. 
The  common  form  of  a  sequestration  granted  by  the 
bishop  is  given  in  Tid^s  Practical  FonnSf  chap.  41., 
and  that  empowers  the  sequestrator  to  levy  and  sell ; 
and  where  process  has  been  taken  out,  conferring  this 
power,  it  would  be  strange  to  say  that  the  validity  of 
the  execution,  under  sect.  34.,  depended  upon  the  point 
whether  or  not  the  power  of  selling  had  in  fact  been 
exercised  at  the  time  when  the  case  came  before  the 
Court.  The  true  question  on  this  point  would  be, 
whether  an  execution  had  been  taken  out  which,  if 
not  always  enforced  by  seizure  and  sale,  might  at  any 

(a)  1  D.  i  Ad.  675,  (6)  3  ^.  ^  Ad.  915. 

time 
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time  be  so.     But  the  legislature  clearly  intended  thi^        1834. 
after  an  insolvent  went  to  prison,   no  judgment  on  a       7 
ooffnovit  or  warrant  of  attorney  should  in  any  way  be       ngainst 

"  "        ">  Hatch. 

made  available  against  his  estate  by  execution.  Th^ 
words  as  to  seizure  and  sale  were  introduced  for  the 
purpose  of  distinctly  expressing  that  the  creditor  should 
not  only  not  seize  and  sell,  but  that,  even  if  he  bad 
already  seized,  he  should  not  proceed  to  a  sale.  If 
there  were  any  ambiguity  in  the  clause,  it  is  removed 
by  the  concluding  words:  "  but  that  any  persdn  or 
persons  to  whom  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  shall  be 
due  in  respect  of  any  such  warrant  of  attorney  or 
cognovit  actionem,  shall  and  may  be  a  creditor  or 
creditors  for  the  same  under  this  act/'  If  the  party 
may  in  any  way  possess  himself  of  the  property  on  his 
individual  account,  it  is  contradictory  to  say  that  he 
shall  come  in  as  a  creditor  under  the  act  In  the  case 
of  a  sequestration,  therefore,  as  in  other  instances,  the 
words  of  thb  clause,  as  was  said  by  Tindal  C.  J.  in 
Grcfoes  ▼•  Ccwham  (a),  ^*  effect  a  statutory  superaedeas 
of  the  execution."  It  must  be  admitted  that  the  assignees 
are  not  at  present  in  a  situation  to  ask  for  such  a  rule 
as  was  originally  prayed ;  but  if  the  rights  of  the  parties 
are  ascertained  by  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  there  will 
probably  be  no  difficulty  in  shaping  a  satisfactory  rule. 

Lord  Demman  C.  J.  The  case  of  ChtUer  v.  Hatch 
is  full  of  difficulties,  and  the  Court  will  take  time  to  con- 
sider it.  With  regard  to  the  former  case,  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  eleventh  and  twenty-eighth  sections  of  the 
act  7  G.  4.  c,  57.  must  be  read  together;  and  the  latter 
section  expressly  says,  *^  that  nothing  in  that  act  shall 

(ri)   \OBm§h.  8. 

exteud 
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extend  to  entitle  the  assignees  of  the  estate  of  any  such 
prisoner,  being  a  beneficed  clergyman,  to  the  income  oi 
such  benefice,  for  the  purposes  of  this  act."  It  is  quite 
clear,  therefore,  that  by  virtue  of  the  assignment  that 
income  does  not  pass.  But  then  it  is  added,  that  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  assignees  to  apply  for  and  obtain 
a  sequestration  of  the  profit  of  such  benefice  for  pay- 
ment of  the  debts,  and  the  order  of  adjudication  made 
in  pursuance  of  the  act  shall  be  a  sufficient  warrant  for 
granting  it ;  and  such  sequestration  shall  be  issued,  as 
it  might  have  been  issued  upon  a  levari  facias  founded 
upon  a  judgment.  But  how  is  that  ?  Subject,  certainly, 
to  other  writs  of  execution  which  have  a  priority ;  and 
a  creditor,  who  has  levied  any  thing  under  such  a  writ, 
is  entitled  to  retain  it  against  the  assignees.  1  think, 
therefore,  it  is  quite  clear  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 


LiTTLBDALE  J.  I  am  clearly  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  proviso  of  the  twenty-eighth  section  operates  merely 
as  an  exception  to  what  is  enacted  in  the  eleventh,  and 
must  be  read  as  if  introduced  at  the  end  of  it.  The 
legislature  does  not  deprive  the  assignees  altogether  of 
this  kind  of  property;  but,  till  the  adjudication,  they 
are  not  in  a  condition  to  proceed  against  it  After  ad- 
judication they  may,  but  until  then  there  is  nothing  to 
prevent  other  creditors  from  suing  out  execution  in  the 
ordinary  way. 


Parke  J.  I  never  felt  any  doubt  on  this  case.  The 
two  sections  must  be  read  together,  and  the  effect  of 
tliem  is,  that  by  the  general  assignment  the  fruits  of  a 
benefice  do  not  pass ;  the  assignees  can  only  lay  claim 
to  them  under  the  latter  clause  of  the  twenty-eighth 
section,  and  in  the  manner  there  pointed  out,  after  ad- 
'     *•  judication. 


Hatch. 
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judication.     They  only  stand  In  the  situation  of  judg-        1834. 
meat  creditors  from  that  time,  and  have  no  other  riffht 

^  BisHor 

of  priority.  Great  inconvenience  has  resulted  from. the  agairut 
doctrine  of  relation  back,  and  there  are  no  words  in  the 
act  to  render  it  admissible  in  the  present  case.  By 
sect  28.  the  adjudication  is  put  in  the  place  of  a  judg* 
menty  and  the  assignees,  on  obtaining  a  sequestration, 
stand  in  the  same  situation  as  if  it  had  issued  on  a  levari 
facias  upon  such  judgment.  ^ 

Patteson  J.  The  provisions  of  this  act  are  certainly 
contradictory,  and  when  this  case  was  last  argued,  I 
thought  that  a  decision,  such  as  I  am  now  obliged  to 
come  to»  would  be  so  much  at  variance  with  the  whole 
object  of  the  act,  that  I  wished  to  see  if  any  clause  could 
be  pointed  out  which  would  enable  us  to  arrive  at  a 
different  conclusion.  I  was  much  struck  with  the  argu- 
ment urged  on  behalf  of  the  assignees,  that  by  the 
twenty-eighth  section  their  hands  are  tied  until  the 
adjudication  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  while  other 
creditors  have  notice,  and  are  at  liberty,  to  proceed 
against  the  benefice ;  and  I  should  have  been  glad  to 
find  any  words  in  the  act  shewing  tliis  not  to  be  so. 
But  on  looking  into  it,  no  such  words  are  found.  The 
eleventh  section,  to  operate  favourably  to  the  assignees, 
should  convey  to  them  either  a  right  to  take  the  income, 
or  an  absolute  property  in  the  benefice.  The  first  it« 
certainly  does  not,  or  if  it  did,  the  right  is  cut  down  by 
the  twenty-eighth  section.  If  the  whole  property  passed 
by  the  eleventh,  the  twenty-eighth  would  be  absurd:  and 
both  must  be  taken  together.     ArbwHrle  v.  Xkmtan  (a) 

(a)  3  JB.  4  P.  321. 

is 
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1834.        is  an  express  decision  that  the  profits  of  an  ecclesiastical 
r^  benefice  do  not  pass  by  assignment  under  the  Insolvent 

against        Debtors*  Act:  the  words  in  the  clause  of  the  then  exist- 

Hatch. 

ing  statute  (S7  G.3.  c.112.  s.  1^.),  upon  which  that 
case  turned,  were  nearly  similar  to  those  of  sect.  11.  of 
the  present  act  I  think  that  case,  and  the  words  of  the 
statute,  cannot  be  got  over.  I  see  the  inconvenience 
which  follows,  but  that  is  a  matter  to  be  provided  for 
by  the  legislature. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs.     As  to  ChtUer  v.  Hatchj 

Cur.  adv.  wU. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court,  in  Chuter  v.  Hatch^  was 
now  delivered  by 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  In  this  case  two  points  were 
made  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff.  First,  that  the  bishop 
ought  to  have  been  made  a  party  when  the  rule  was 
moved  for ;  but  on  this  it  is  unnecessary  to  give  any 
opinion,  as  we  think  the  rule  must  be  discharged  upon 
the  second  point,  namely,  that  there  is  nothing  in  the 
act,  7  G.  4.  c.  57.,  to  render  the  sequestration  invalid. 
The  acts  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors  have  made 
various  provisions  in  favour  of  the  assignees  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  estate ;  in  the  case  of  a  beneficed  clergy* 
man,  the  statute  53  G.S.  c.  102.  enabled  the  assignees 
to  obtain  a  sequestration  of  the  benefice,  upon  the  order 
*  being  made  for  the  insolvent's  discharge ;  and  the  same 
provision  is  continued  in  the  present  act.  But  their 
.power  over  the  benefice  is  confined  to  this ;  and  a  credi- 
tor who,  as  in  the  present  case,  had  sequestered  before 
the  adjudication,  is  entitled  to  priority.  Then  it  is  con- 
tended, that  the  plaintiff's  sequestration  in  this  case  was 
void  by  the  thirty-fourth  section,  the  judgment  being  on 

a  warrant 


Hatch. 
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a  warrant  of  attorney,  and  the  sequestration   having        1834. 
issued  after  the  insolvent  was  in  prison.     But  on  con-  - 

BisHor 

stderation  we  think  it  is  not  void,  for  that  the  language  against 
of  the  clause  cannot  by  possibility  include  the  seques* 
tration  of  a  benefice.  We  are  of  opinion,  that  the 
clause  applies  only  where  seizure  and  sale  are  a  neces* 
sary  part  of  the  execution.  The  rule  will  therefore  be 
discharged. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 


Saffery   and  Others,   Assignees    of  Thomas  Tuesday, 

DfiAK  Alderson,  a  Bankrupt,  against  Elgood  ^^  ^^^' 
and  Another. 

J)  EPLEVIN.     The  declaration  chftrged  the  defend*  A  rcnt-chnr^c 

ants  with   taking  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  bJTa  tenant  for 

assignees  of  Thomas  Dean  Alderson^  in  a  certain  ware-  v^d!'but"**' 

house,   buildings,    8cc.     The    defendants   made    cog-  ^^^J*}*, 

nizance,   statins  that   before  and  at  the  time  of  the  And  the 

®  goods  of  a 

demise  after  mentioned,  Lord  Bodney  and  Hmh  PatoeU^  stranger  not 

.                            -                            .             -  shewn  to  hold 

Esq.,  were  seised  in  fee  of  a  certain  piece  of  ground  the  premises  by 

-                                 /.       ,  .  ,                   111            .  *"^®  paramount 

situate,  &c.,  on  part  of  which  ground  the  places  ni  totiierent- 

which,  &c.,  were  built;  and  that  being  so  seised,  they,  prioTd'cmiseO* 

in  1805,  demised  the  said  ground,  by  indenture,   to  JI!5^^^p*"the 

John  Hunter  and  Joseph  Bramah  for  sixty-six  years:  *»t«*™' 
that  Hunter  and  Bramah  entered,  and  that  Hunter 
afterwards  assigned  all  his  interest  to  Bramah:  that 
BramaJi^  in  1809,  by  indenture,  demised  the  ground, 
with  the  buildings  then  standing  and  being  thereon,  to 
George  Alderson  for  stxty^two  years,  by  virtue  of  which 
demise  George  Aldersoh  entered,  and  was  possessed: 

that 


IS 


interest. 
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1854.        tbat  after wardsi  by  indenture  inade  on  the  6th  of  June 
-  in  the  same  year,  George  AUerson  granted,  baiigained, 

Sawwzky 

agidnst  sold,  and  confirmed  to  Josias  Henry  Siracey^  for  his  life 
and  those  of  John  Stracey^  Henry  FaunUeray^  and  Jaimes 
WiUit  Lyony  and  the  lives  of  the  survivors  and  survivor 
of  them,  an  annuity  or  dear  yearly  rent-oharge  or 
annual  sum  of  SOOi.  charged  upon  and  payable  out  of 
the  said  ground  and  premises,  by  equal  quarterly  pay- 
ments on,  See;  with  power  to  Sitracey  to  enter  upon 
the  premises  and  distrain,  if  the  said  annuity  or  rent- 
charge  should  at  any  time  be  in  arrear  fourteen  days : 
that  J.  H.  Siraceyf  John  Siracey,  and  Lyon  were  still 
living;  and  that  because  75/.  of  the  said  annuity  or 
rent-charge  was  due  and  in  arrear  fourteen  days,  the 
defendants,  as  bailiffs  of  the  said  J.  H.  Slracey^  acknow- 
ledged the  taking,  8cc«  (the  places  in  which,  &c*  being 
on  the  said  ground),  as  a  distress  for  the  said  arrears. 
General  demurrer  and  joinder.  The  demurrer  was  now 
argued  by 

PUUt  for  the  plaintiffs.  First,  the  grant  of  this  rent- 
charge  was  void.  George  Alderson^  who  only  held  lor 
a  term  of  years,  could  not  charge  the  premises  with  a 
life  annuity,  which  is  a  freehold  interest  Such  a  charge 
might  be  good  by  estoppel,  as  against  the  grantor  or 
his  privies;  but  it  does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiflb 
claim  in  privity  with  George  Alderson.  [^PatUsonJ* 
In  Butfs  case  (a),  where  such  a  grant  was  held  to  be 
good,  it  was  not  put  upon  the  ground  of  estoppel.  It 
is  expressly  said  there,  that  the  grantee  takes  a  chattel 
interest]  Then,  secondly,  as  it  does  not  appear  that 
Thomas  Alderson  claimed  under  George,  his  goods  were 

(rt)  7  Rep.  23  a, 

those 
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those  of  a  stranger,  and  the  goods  of  a  stranger  are       1834. 
not  distrainable  for  a  rent-charge:   Com.  Dig,  Dis" 
tress,  B.  2.     Thus,  as  it  is  there  laid  down,  if  one  joint 
tenant  grant  a  rent-charge,  the  cattle  of  his  companion 
cannot  be  distrained:  if  a  man  lease,  and  afterwards 
grant  a  rent-charge  out  of  the  land,  the  lessee's  cattle 
are  not  distrainable :  nor  are  the  catde  of  copyholders, 
if  a  rent-charge  be  granted  oat  of  a  manor.     [^Pailesan  J. 
Do  you  go  so  far  as  to  say  that  the  goods  of  a  stranger 
can  in  no  case  be  distrained  for  a  rent-charge  ?    Th^ 
authorities  cited  in  Com.  Dig.  do  not  bear  out  that 
proposition;  and  the  contrary  is  laid  down  in  Kimp 
▼.  Ofiwes(a)f  and  stated  to  be  the  law  in  2  Wms.  Sound. 
290.,  note  7*    As  to  the  case  of  a  copyholder,  he  is 
in  by  an  independent  right,  and  therefore  his  cattle 
cannot  be  distrained  for  a  rent-charge  granted  by  the 
lord.     Where  the  grantor  has  leased  previously,  the 
grantee  of  the  rent-charge  cannot  distrain  for  such  rent- 
charge  at  all  on  the  demised  premises,  for  the  grantor 
had  no  right  so  to  charge  them  during  the  term.]    It 
16  not  shewn  by  the  cognizance  that  Thomas  Alderson 
came  in  subsequently  to  the  grant  of  this  rent-charge, 
and  we  are  entitled  to  assume  the  contrary.     {Patteson  J. 
There  is  nothing  to  shew  that  when  George  Alderson 
granted  the  rent-charge,  any  other  person  had  a  su- 
perior interest     If  you  had  pleaded  that,  before  the 
grant,  6.  A.  had  demised  to  you,  it  would  have  been 
dtflferent    lAttledale  J.  The  whole  history  of  the  pre- 
mises  is  given  in  the  cognizance,  and  nothing  of  that 
kind  appears.] 

Jcsej^  Addison,  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

(a)  2  Xviw.  1573. 

Vou  L  O  Lord 
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1834.  Lord  Dskman  C.  J.     On  the  first  question  raised 

'  by  the  demurrer,  there  is  no  doubt,  and  it  is  unneces- 

agahut  saary  to  say  any  thing.  On  the  second  point,  no 
authority  is  cited  but  those  in  Com.  Dig.  DistresSf  B.  2* 
Nothing  can  be  less  satisfactory  than  the  references 
there  given  for  the  general  proposition,  that  a  stranger^s 
goods  cannot  be  distrained  for  a  rent-charge.  It  would 
be  very  difficult  to  determine,  among  those  authorities, 
bow  the  law  really  stood.  As  to  the  particular  instances 
which  are  given,  the  cattie  of  a  joint-tenant  cannot  be 
distrained,  because  they  are  lawfully  on  the  land  by  an 
independent  right,  nor  those  of  a  lessee  under  a  demise 
antecedent  to  the  grant  of  the  rent-charge,  because  he 
has  an  interest  paramount  to  the  charge.  A  copy- 
bolder,  also,  from  the  nature  of  his  interest,  cannot  be 
distrained  upon  for  a  rent-charge  imposed  by  the  lord. 
The  next  instance,  where  a  rent-charge  is  claimed  out 
of  a  manor  by  prescription,  is  given  as  doubtful.  Then 
it  b  laid  down,  that  **  where  a  stranger  claims  under 
the  grantor  after  the  grant  of  a  rent'charge,  his  cattie 
are  liable  to  distress :  as,  the  cattie  of  a  lessee,  where  th^ 
demise  was  after  the  grant"  The  plaintifis  argue  from 
this,  that,  whei#  a  stranger  does  not  claim  under  the 
grantor,  his  cattie  or  goods  are  not  liable.  But  it  does 
not  follow  from  the  proposition  cited,  that,  if  a  stranger 
has  rashly  put  his  goods  into  a  place  where  the  grantee 
of  a  rent-charge  is  entitied  to  distrain,  those  goods  are 
exempt  from  distress  because  the  owner  does  not  claim 
the  place  under  the  grantor.  I  am  of  opinion  that  they 
were  liable  in  this  case,  and  that  the  cognizance  is  suf- 
ficient. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    It  would 
require  very  strong  authority  to  support  the  general 

pro- 
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proposition  that  a  stranger^s  goods  are  not  distrainable        1834. 
for  a  rent-charge.     The  remedy  given  by  law  for  the       " 
recovery  of  these  rents  (and  extended  by  4  G.  2.  c.  28.        againa 

£loood« 

to  rents-seek),  namely,  by  distress,  would  be  of  little  use 
if  the  power  of  distraining  ceased  as  soon  as  the  pre- 
mises golf  into  other  hands  than  those  of  the  grantor. 
A  stranger,  to  exempt  himself,  ought  to  shew  that  he 
holds  by  some  paramount  title;  but  there  is  no  reason 
for  intending  that  in  the  present  case.  Some  autho- 
rities referred  to  in  Com..  Dtg.j  Distress,  have  been  relied 
upon,  but  they  cannot  be  said  to  support  the  proposition 
advanced  by  the  plaintiffs.  In  Vtner^s  Abridgment^ 
Distress,  (L)  pi.  27.,  it  is  stated  that  the  grantee  of  a 
rent-charge  may  distrain  the  cattle  of  a  stranger  that 
come  upon  the  land ;  and  the  Year  Book  1 1  H.  6.  (a), 
and  Bro.  Abr.  Digress,  pi. 69.  (68.)  are  cited;  but  a 
quaere  is  added.  In  the  margin,  however,  it  is  ob- 
served that  Brooke,  in  citing  the  case  from  the  Year 
Book,  says,  "  it  seems  they  may  be  distrained."  At 
all  events,  therefore,  the  opinion  of  Brooke  is  in  favour 
of  that  doctrine;  and  Kimp  v.  Cnimes{b),  cited  in 
2  Wms.  Satmd.  290.  note  ?•,  is  to  the  same  effect.  I 
think  the  authority  of  that  case  must  be  considered  as 
having  settled  the  law  upon  the  subject 

Patteson  J.  (c)  Butfs  case  {d)  dbposes  of  the  first 
point,  and  the  second  is  decided  by  Kimp  v.  CruuDes{b). 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

(a)  95.  a.  28.  a.  53.0.  S.  C.  {Perot  t.  ffayward)  cit«d  Bro.  Abr. 
Charge,  pi.  39.,  with  *<  Tidetur  quod  potest." 

(6)  SJLu/w.  1573. 

(c)  PorkeJ.  did  not  sit  in  Uiis  Court  after  AprU  SSth.  UUiiamt  J. 
had  not  taken  his  teat  when  this  case  was  decided. 

{d)  712«p.23.a. 

O  2 
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1834. 


M^^^'  Rew  and  Baggallat,  Executors  of  James 
Newton,  against  Pettet,  Wangek,  and 
Freemak. 

iLSlS*J***^  A  SSUMPSIT  on  three  promissory  notes  made  by 
borrow  money  the  Defendants  jointly,  dated  4th  of  Mav  1813, 

wboadTsoced  payable  to  Henry  Newton  or  order,  two,  three,  and 
promissorj  four  years,  respective^,  {rom  the  dates,  to  which  Henry 
•niount[iii^«    Newton  the  testator  James  Newton  was  executor.     The 


^.  who^wewT  declaration  averred  that  the  sums  mentioned  in  the 

cburchwaitleiis  notes  Were  advanced  by  Henry  Newton  for  the  use  of 

and  OTerMer,  ''  '^ 

and  wbo  added  the  parish  of  Chingford^  and  that  the  notes  were  given 

tures  tbe  titles  to  him  by  the  defendants  for  securing  the  repayment 

of  tbeir  respect 

ke  office!.  In.  thereof.     Fleas,  the  general  issue  and  statute  of  limit- 

CD  tbe  notes,  ations.     On  the  trial  before  Dentnan  C.  J.,   at   the 

xochial  fiinds,  London  sittings  after  Trinity  term,  1833,  it  appeared 

acoomito  oon-  ^^^^  ^^  *  vestry  meeting  of  the  parish  of  Chingjord,  in 


Jthe         1813,  it  was  resolved  that  the  churchwardens  and  over- 
item  were  ' 

allowed  bj  the  seers  should  borrow  200/.  of  Henry  Newton,  and  should 
with  other  pa-    pay  him  legal  interest  thereon,  and  50/.  a  year  of  the 

risbionen, 

signed  tbe  principal,  until  the  whole  should  be  paid  off.  Henry 
one  instance.  Newton  advanced  the  money,  and  received  the  three 
J*! 'resided  con.  Promissory  notes  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  together 
pari^^  "lb*an  ^'^^^  another,  which  had  been  paid  before  the  action 

actimi  brought  commenced,  the  four  makins:  up  the  200/.  The  notes 
on  tbe  notes,  '  or 

against  P.,  IT.,  were  sififued  by  the  defendants  in  the  followinir  form  :  — 

and  JF.,  within  B  J  6 

six  years  from    **  Joseph  Pettet,  George  Wanger,  churchwardens  for  the 

IT. 's  signature 

of  Uie  allow,  parish  of  Chingford ;  James  Freeman,  overseer.''  Several 
from  Uie  payments  of  interest  on  them  had  been  made  within 

making  of  the 

note,)  the  statute  of  limitstioni  was  pleaded;  tbe  jury  baring  found  for  tbe  plaintiff;  the 

Court  sustained  the  verdict. 

less 
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less  than  six  years  before  the  commencement  of  the        1834. 

action,   by  order  of  the  vestry,  had  been  entered  in 

the  overseer's  book  of  disbursements,  and  had  been       againti 

allowed  at  the  vestry.     The  account  containing  one 

of  the  payments  of  interest  within  the  six  years  was 

in  this  form :  —  "  Paid  James  Newtofij  Esq.,  two  years 

interest  on   150/.  up  to  the  25th  of  December  1828. 

15/.''     To  the  allowance  of  this  account,  there  were  the 

signatures  of  one  of  the  churchwardens,  the  overseer, 

and  certain  parishioners,  among  which   last  was   the 

signature   of  the  defendant  JVanger.    The  defendants 

had  constantly  resided  in  the  parish,  and  the  account 

books  were  accessible  to  all  the  parishioners.    The  jury, 

under  the  Lord  Chief  Justice's  direction,  found  a  ver- 

dia  for  the  plaintiffs,  leave  being  reserved  to  move  to 

enter  a  nonsuit.    2).  Pollock  having  obtained  a  rule 

accordingly, 

JF.  Pollock  and  Hutchinson  now  shewed  cause.  The 
statute  9  G.  4.  c.  14.  5;  1.  provides  that  nothing  therein 
contained  shall  alter,  or  take  away,  or  lessen  the  effect 
of  any  payment  of  any  principal  or  interest  made  by 
any  person  whatsoever :  the  question,  therefore,  of  the 
effect  of  the  payment  of  interest  in  the  present  case, 
with  respect  to  the  statute  of  limitations,  must  be  con- 
sidered independently  of  the  act  of  G.  4.  Then  the 
payment  of  interest  by  Wanger  takes  the  case  out  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  if  Wanger  and  the  other  defend- 
ants be  the  principal  contractors  on  these  notes  in  their 
own  right:  Wltitcomb  v.  Whiting  {a).  That  they  are 
such  contractors  must  be  assumed  from  the  form  of  the 

(u)  3  Doug.  652. 

O  3  notes 
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18S4.  notes  and  signatures:  the  lender  of  the  money  clearly 
required  the  responsibility,  not  of  the  parish,  which 

Rxw 

agtmut  could  HOt  be  made  available,  but  of  the  individual 
makers.  But  even  admitting  that  the  defendants  signed 
the  notes  only  as  sureties  for  the  parish,  and  that  the 
parish  are  the  principal  contractors  for  the  debt,  there 
has  been  payment  of  interest  within  the  statutable  time 
on  that  debt,  by  the  parish,  and  that  must  keep  the 
notes  alive  as  against  sureties.  If  a  banker  were  to 
advance  money  to  a  customer,  and  take,  as  security,  a 
note  by  a  third  persdn  for  payment  of  that  money  with 
interest,  the  payment  of  the  interest  by  the  banker's 
customer  would  be  considered  to  have  the  same  effect, 
against  the  surety,  as  payment  by  the  surety  himself; 
on  the  other  hand,  it  would  clearly  have  been  an  answer 
to  any  claim  for  interest  on  the  note^  made  upon  the 
surety.  Such  a  case  would  be  still  further  strength- 
ened, if,  as  here,  the  surety  had  been  present  at  the 
payment  of  interest  by  the  principal  contractor. 

D.  Pollock  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  notes  are  not 
given  by  the  defendants  in  their  individual  capacity* 
But  if  they  were  personally  responsible  upon  them,  they 
are  not  bound  by  the  payment  made  by  the  parish; 
and,  if  they  were  sureties,  they  were  entitled  to  notice 
of  non-payment,  which  notice  has  not  been  proved.  No 
recognition  of  the  payment  can  be  inferred  from  Wanger 
having  signed  the  allowance  of  the  accounts ;  he  might 
have  supposed  the  interest  to  be  due  upon  some  other 
account  At  any  rate,  it  is  no  more  than  an  acknow- 
ledgment of  the  overseer  having  accounted  for  the 
money  received  by  him  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  vestry. 
With  respect  to  the  case  suggested  on  the  other  side, 

of 
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of  a  loan  by  a  baoker,  there  is  nothing  in  the  situation       1834. 
of  these  parish  officers  to  bring  them  within  the  analogy. 
Parochial  officers  have  been  made  personally  liable  in       oMainst 
\  only  where  the  party  contracting  on  the  other  side 


knew  of  no  other  contractor.    {Patteson  J.    Then  yon 
treat  the  note  as  mere  waste  paper.] 

LiTTLEDAU  J.  I  think  there  is  no  ground  for  a 
nonsuit.  The  question  was,  whether  this  payment  of 
interest  took  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 
It  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the  defendants 
bad  adopted  the  payment  of  the  interest  as  made  on 
their  behalf.  Had  the  notes  been  signed  simply  with 
the  names  of  the  makers,  without  any  addition,  it  might 
have  been  questionable  whether  the  assent  of  one  of  the 
defendants  to  the  allowance  was  sufficient  The  jury 
might  perhaps  in  that  case  have  required  evidence  that 
Wanger  had  seen  the  accounts.  But  here  there  is  no 
doubt.  By  the  form  of  their  signatures,  the  defendants 
re^c^^ize  the  parish  as  their  agents;  the  payment  of 
interest  must,  therefore,  be  held  to  be  made  on  their 
acoottnt.  If  the  actual  knowledge  by  the  defendants  of 
the  payments  came  to  be  a  material  fact,  I  think  it 
would  be  one  as  to  which  the  jury  could  hardly  have 
doubted ;  so  that  a  nonsuit  would  be  out  of  the  question. 
Mr.  2).  Pollock  urges  that  the  defendants,  as  sureties, 
were  entitled  to  notice:  but  they  do  not  appear  as 
sureties  on  the  notes,  and  cannot  expect  to  be  treated 
as  such  after  signing  in  the  character  of  principals. 

Patteson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  is 
enough  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute.  However 
hard  it  may  be  on  the  defendants,  we  cannot  say  that 

O  4f  there 
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1834.  there  is  any  bar  to  the  legal  right  of  the  plaintiffs.  I 
^^^  have  no  doubt  whatever  upon  the  evidence.  The  parish  . 
^eo*>ui  wanted  to  borrow  money  from  Henry  NemUm:  he 
would  not  trust  the  parish,  because  they  could  not  bind 
themselves  in  that  character:  and  accordingly  he  takes 
from  the  churchwardens  and  an  overseer  some  promissory 
notes.  If  these  notes  were  merely  memorandums,  why 
should  they  have  had  the  stamps  and  other  requisites  of 
promissory  notes  ?  Now  the  makers  of  the  notes  could 
not  bind  themselves  as  parish  officers ;  they  contract, 
therefore,  as  individuals.  Hence  the  addition  of  their 
titles  to  their  signatures  cannot  destroy  their  individual 
liability.  But  that  addition  does  shew  that  they  were 
entering  into  the  transaction  for  the  parish,  and  that  they 
therefore  intended  the  parish  to  manage  it.  The  in- 
terest is  paid  all  along  by  the  parish;  the  defendants 
are  resident  all  along,  and  might  have  known  of  the  pay- 
ments. One  of  the  defendants  actually  signs  the  parish 
accounts.  Now  this,  though  not  a  recognition,  for  all, 
of  the  joint  liability,  may  be  coupled  with  other  facts,  as 
an  admission  of  the  right  of  the  parbh  to  pay  for  him ; 
and  if  it  be  a  payment  for  him,  it  is  a  payment  for  all. 

Williams  J.  It  is  not  denied  by  Mr.  D.  PoUockf 
that  the  payment  of  interest,  if  it  be  treated  as  a  payment 
by  one  of  tlie  defendants,  is  enough  to  bar  the  statute  of 
limitations.  Then  the  only  question  is,  w^hether  there 
be  proof  that  the  payment  has  been  made  by  the  autho- 
rity of  any  of  the  defendants.  I  think  there  is  proof 
enough,  and  that  the  case  is  taken  out  of  the  statute. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  always  thought  this  a  very 
clear  case.     The  defendants  must  have  known  that  these 

payments 
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payments  were  made  by  the  parish.     It  is  like  the  case        183^. 
of  a  person  who  accepts  a  bill  for  the  benefit  of  another, 

Rzw 

and  employs  that  other  to  pay  the  interest  on  the  bill.  agniut 

Rule  discharged. 


Lee  against  Nixon  and  Davison.  Friday, 

May  2d. 

A  SSUMPSIT  by  the  plaintiff,  as  one  of  the  trustees  Byamemonn. 

under  an  act  (7  G.  4*  c.  Ixxiv.,  local  and  personal,  m^nt  betSecn 
public)  for  making  and  maintaining  a  turnpike  road  ^  mrapncTioad 
leading  out  of  the  Aktone  turnpike  road,  at  Branch  End^  u^t^'J^^ 
in  NartAttmberland,  to  Caws  HilL  in  the  county  of  Dur^  ^  ^«*»  ^^  ^' 

'  '  -^  to  uke,  the 

ham.     The  declaration  stated  that  the  trustees  had  put  tolb  for  •  year, 

at  a  certain 

up  to  auction  certain  tolls  payable  on  the  said  road,  on  rent;  and  n. 

as  renter  of  the 

certain  conditions ;  that  the  defendant  Nixotij  being  the  tolls,  and  d. 
highest  bidder,  was  declared  farmer  or  renter  for  one  MTeraUy'prol 
year ;  and  thereupon,  by  a  memorandum  of  agreement  ^  uuS^j^** 
between  the  trustees  and  the  defendants,  the  trustees  *ouldpaythe 

'  rent  at  the 

agreed  with  Nixon  to  let,  and  Nixon  agreed  to  take,  the  appointed 

timeSi  and  per* 

tolls  and  gales  for  one  year  at  the  yearly  rent  of,  &c*  form  certain 

conditions 

subject  to  the  said  conditions ;  and  that  Nixon,  as  farmer  annexed  to  the 
or  renter  of  the  said  tolls,  and  Davison,  as  his  surety,  Held,  that  the 
Acreby  promised,  undertook,  and  agreed  to  and  with  ^^raU  and  not 
the  trustees  that  Nixon,  his  executors,  &c.,  should  well  |Je"u^°,^*' 
and  truly  pay  the  said  rent:    that,  in  consideration  <»«WnotBue 

"    *    •  the  parties 

thereof,  and  that  the  trustees  had  promised  to  fulfil  all  jointly  for 

arrears  of  the 

things  in  the  said  agreement  contained  on  their  part  to  rent. 
be  performed  and  fulfilled,  the  defendants  undertook 
and  promised  the  trustees  to  perform  all  things  therein 
contained  on  their  part  to  be  performed,  &c.  Aver- 
ment, that  Nixon  entered  into  possession  of  the  gates 
and  receipt  of  the  tolls,  and  so  continued  till,  &c.,  when 

a  large 
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1884.  a  large  sum  became  due  ibr  the  rent:  breach,  that 
Nixon  did  not,  nor  did  either  of  the  defendants,  pay  the 

a«fri«<  same.  Coant  for  use  and  occupation  of  toll  gates,  8cc 
by  the  defendants,  and  hire  of  tolls.  Money  counts. 
Nixon  suffered  judgment  by  default;  Davison  pleaded 
the  general  issue.  At  the  trial  before  Dertnum  C.  J., 
at  the  Northumberland  Summer  assizes,  18S3,  a  verdict 
was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this 
Court  on  a  special  case. 

The  case  stated  that,  at  a  meeting  of  the  trustees, 
duly  convened,  the  tolls  were  let  to  Nixon,  as  abov« 
stated,  and  thereupon,  by  direction  of  the  chairman, 
Charles  Head,  as  clerk  to  the  trustees,  filled  up  and 
signed  a  memorandum  of  agreement,  which  was  after- 
wards signed  by  Nixon  and  Davison.  To  shew  that 
Head  was  clerk,  the  fbliowing  minute  of  an  order  made 
by  the  trustees  was  read : — <^  John  Bell,  of,  &&,  gende- 
man,  and  Charles  Head,  of,  &c.,  gentleman,  having 
undertaken  the  office  of  clerks  of  the  trustees  of  the 
said  road  and  branches;  ordered,  that  they  be  ap- 
pointed to  such  office  accordingly,  at  the  yearly  salary 
of  50/."     Bell  and  Head  were  attornies,  and  partners. 

The  agreement  of  the  SOth  of  April  18S0,  stated  that 
Nixon  having  been  the  highest  bidder  for  the  tolls  and 
gates,  and  having  become  the  farmer  of  them  at  the 
sum  of  692/.  for  one  y^r  from,  &c. ;  and  having  pro- 
duced Bobert  Davison,  of,  &&,  and  J.  M,,  of,  &c.  (who 
did  not  execute),  as  sureties  for  the  purpose  above- 
mentioned,  the  trustees,  in  pursuance  of  the  authority 
vested  in  them,  &c.,  had  contracted  and  agreed,  and 
did  thereby,  by  Charles  Head,  gent.,  tlieir  clerk,  contract 
and  agree  with  the  said  John  Nixon  to  let,  aud  «7.  N. 
did  thereby  agree  to  take,  the  said  tolls  and  gates  for 
one  year  from,  &c.,  at  the  rent  of,  &c.,  subject  to  the 

con- 
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oonditions  thereinbefore  contained  (which  were  certain        1884. 


LSK 


conditions  of  letting,  prefixed  to  the  agreement)  (a)  The 
instrument  then  proceeded  :  *^  And  the  said*  John  Nixon,  offdtui 
as  fanner  or  renter  of  the  said  tolls,  and  the  said  Bobert 
Davison  and  J.M^  as  his  sureties,  do  hereby  severally 
promise,  undertake,  and  agree  to  and  with  the  said 
trostaes,  that,"  &c.  The  undertaking  was,  that  Nixon 
should  pay  the  rent  at  the  appointed  times,  and  perform 
and  keep  the  abovementioned  conditions.  Nixon  occu- 
pied for  a  year,  but  left  part  of  the  rent  unpaid.  This 
case  was  now  argued  by 

CressmeU  for  the  plaintifil  The  first  question  is, 
whether  the  execution  of  this  agreement,  by  Mr.  Head 
only,  was  valid^  or  whether  it  was  necessary  that  Mr. 
Bell  should  sign  it  also.  The  plaintifi*  contends  that, 
by  the  general  turnpike  act,  3  G.  4.  c.  126.  s.  74.,  it 
appears  that  the  trustees  may  appoint  more  than  one 
derk,  and,  consequently,  the  appointment  of  Head 
and  Bell  was  regular;  and,  further,  that  the  signa- 
ture of  one  of  those  clerks  was  sufiicient  to  make 
the  contract  binding,  under  sect  57.  of  the  act  The 
oLgect  is  to  induce  the  Court  to  review  the  decision 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Bell  v.  Nixon  {b). 
(As  DO  decision  was  given  on  this  part  of  the  case, 
the  arguments  upon  it  are  omitted.)  Secondly,  it  is 
contended  on  the  other  side,  that  this  is  a  several,  not 

(a)  Tbe  condition!  specified  the  amount  of  the  tolli,  the  regulations  for 
gWing  tickets,  &c. ;  they  regulated  the  biddings  and  other  jirocecdings 
imOMdialaly  oonncctied  with  the  sale ;  required  the  high«t  bidder  to  take 
a  lease,  and  give  two  suffideot  sureties,  under  certain  penalties  in  case 
of  default ;  and  prorided  for  the  payment  of  tbe  rent  at  sUted  times, 
and  keeping  tbe  toll-houscs  in  repair. 

(h)  aBing.a95. 

a  joint 
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1834.  a  joint  contract,  and  that  therefore  the  lessee  and  surety 
,  cannot  be   sued  in  the  same  action.     But  the  word 

agamti  «  severally'*  upon  which  that  argument  must  be  founded, 
could  at  most  have  only  the  efiect  of  making  the  con- 
tract joint  and  several ;  and  even  that  is  doubtful.  The 
parties  severally  promise,  but  the  thing  to  be  done  is 
joint«  If  a  covenant  is  joint  in  its  terms,  but  the  in* 
terest  of  the  covenantees  under  it  is  several,  they  may 
sue  severally.  The  converse  is  equally  true ;  and  there 
is  no  instance  where  a  covenant  by  several  for  the  doing 
of  one  and  the  same  thing  has  been  held  to  be  other- 
wise than  joint  In  Servante  v.  James  {a)  the  covenant 
was  held  to  be  several,  because  the  promise  was  to  pay 
to  the  covenantees  and  their  several  and  respective  keirs^ 
executorSf  S;c.  in  stick  parts  and  proportions  as  were  set 
against  their  respective  names.  In  HaU  v.  Smith  (A),  the 
defendant  made  a  note,  promising,  for  himself  and  his 
partners,  to  pay,  but  beginning  "  /  promise  to  pay :" 
and  it  was  held  that  he  might  be  sued  severally;  but  it 
appears  from  that  case,  that  the  plaintiff  might,  if  he 
had  pleased,  have  sued  the  partners  jointly :  and  the 
same  may  be  collected  from  March  v.  Ward{c\  Lord 
Galway  v.  Matthew  (rf),  and  Clark  v.  Blacksiock  {e).  In 
Sayer  v.  Chaytor{g)^  a  bond  for  payment  of  money, 
executed  by  three,  beginning,  <<  Noverint  universi,  nos^ 
&c.  obligari/'  but  proceeding,  *<  ad  quam  quidem  so- 
lutionem  bene  et  fideliter  faciendam  cbligo  me,  hssredes, 
executores  et  administratores  meos  per  praesentes  sigiU 
lis  nostris  sigiUaios,^*  was  considered  to  be  joint  and 
several.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  In  those  cases  all  the 
parties  promised  to  do  one  particular  thing,  namely,  to 

(a)  10  B.  4  C.  410.  (6)  \  B.  ^  C.  407. 

(c)  Feakt*s  K.  P.  C  130.  (rf)  1  Camp,  403. 

{«)  Hoirs  iV.  P.  a  474.  (g)  1  LutUK  695. 

pay 


IN  THE  Fourth  Yeab  of  WILLIAM  IV. 


£05 


pay  a  sum  of  money.  Here  the  surety  engages  that 
the  prindpal  shall  do  something.]  If  the  engagement 
of  each  party  had  been  to  pay  a  sum  of  money,  as  in 
Collins  y.  Prasser  (a),  there  would  have  been  more  tea* 
son  to  say  that  the  contract  might  be  several.  In  that 
case,  and  in  Maihewsan^B  case  (i),  it  was  held  that 
matter  which  discharged  one  covenantor,  did  not  dis- 
charge the  rest.  Could  it  be  said  here,  that  a  release 
to  one  of  the  defendants  would  not  have  released  the 
other  ?  {Patteson  J.  Releasing  the  principal  would 
have  released  the  surety,  on  a  different  ground  from 
that  of  joint  contract.]  The  word  <^  severally"  in  this 
contract  may  be  taken  to  signify  merely  that  the  one 
party  engages  as  principal  and  the  other  as  surety. 
[Patteson  J.  In  an  action  against  the  trustees  on  this 
agreement,  certainly  both  the  defendants  must  have 
joined.]    And,  therefore,  they  may  be  joined  here. 


lS84f. 


W.  H.  Watson  contra.  The  contract  must  be  under- 
stood according  to  the  words  actually  used ;  and  the 
parties  have  expressly  said  that  they  contract  severally^ 
Courts  of  equity  have  interfered  to  give  relief  where 
parties  intending  to  make  a  several  contract  have  used 
knguage  which  rendered  it  joint  (c) ;  this  shews  that, 
at  law,  such  language  is  construed  literally.  The 
difference  to  the  parties,  of  a  contract  being  joint  or 
several,  is  very  material.  It  has  formerly  been  made  a 
question  whether  contribution  could  be  enforced  among 
sureties  who  were  severally  bound :  Deering  v.  TAe  Earl 
of  Windidsea  (</).     By  treating  the  contract  as  joint, 

(a)   1  ^.  4-  C.  682.  {h)  5  Rep,  22.6. 

(c)  8«e  Smpwn  t.  Vaughany  2  Jlk,  31. 
(lO  2  ^«  i  P*  270. 

the 
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18d4;.  the  pkintiffi  are  enabled  to  sue  both  principal  and 
surety  together,  whereas,  if  this  were  otherwise,  the 
surety  might  have  given  the  principal  a  release,  and 
made  him  a  witness.  If  the  surety  had  a  set-off  against 
the  trustees,  he  could  not  avail  himself  of  it  in  a  joint 
action.  Again,  if  the  contract  were  originally  several, 
a  payment  by  the  principal  within  six  years  would  not 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations  as  against 
the  surety :  this  may  be  collected  from  the  judgments 
of  the  Court  in  Burleigh  v.  Siott  {a).  On  the  other 
hand,  a  release  or  discharge  of  one  several  contractor  is 
not  a  discharge  of  the  rest,  Matheoisoffs  case  (i),  and 
thb  is  beneficial  to  the  covenantees.  The  trustees  in 
the  present  case  may  have  wished  to  have  that  security. 
It  is  said  that  covenants  are  to  be  treated  as  joint  or 
several  according  to  the  interest  of  the  parties ;  but  that 
rule  relates  to  the  interest  of  the  parties  suing,  not  of  the 
defendants:  1  Wms.  Scnmd.  154.  note  1. (c).  Where  the 
question  is  of  the  joint  or  several  liability  of  the  parties 
sued,  the  Court  must  look  to  the  {irecise  words  of  the 
contract ;  it  cannot  make  a  contract  for  the  parties.  In 
Hall  V.  Smith  ((f),  and  Clark  v.  Blackstock  {e\  the  notes 
might  be  joint  or  several,  and  so  might  the  obligation 
in  Sayer  v.  Chcytor  (^),  because  words  were  used  which 
might  admit  of  each  construction;  but  here  there  is 
no  ambiguity*  It  is  asked  as  the  test  of  this  being 
a  joint  or  several  undertaking  of  the  defendants,  whether 
a  release  to  one  would  have  discharged  the  other. 
Mathewsan^s  case  (&)  shews  that  it  would  not 

(a)  8  J9.  j-  C.  36.  (b)  5  Rtp.  22.  b. 

(c)  Citiog  En^i  t.  VonnUhome,  2  Burr,  lisa,  and  IMeif  t.  Sedges, 
I  Sir*  553,    8  Mod,  166. 

(d)  lB.ia  407.  (e)  1  ffoU's  N.  P.  C.  474. 
(m)  1  LtUUf.  695. 

Cressvoell 
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CreumeU  in  reply.  As  to  the  question  of  actual  1834. 
interest,  each  party  here  has  an  interest  in  one  and  the 
same  thing  being  done.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Davison 
has  it  only  by  reason  of  having  entered  into  the  con- 
tract; and  in  that  contract  the  word  <<  severally"  is 
nsed«]  That  is  to  distinguish  principal  from  surety. 
It  was,  perhaps,  meant  that  Damson^  and  the  party  who 
did  not  execute,  contracted  as  sureties,  and  Nixon  as 
principal.  But  that  is  not  expressed  so  as  to  afford 
ground  for  severing  the  parties  in  respect  of  liability. 
The  case  is  the  same  as  if  a  note  had  been  given  by  the 
parties  for  the  rent,  in  the  form  set  out  in  Clark  v. 
Blactsiock  (a),  and  signed  by  both,  one  intending  to 
bind  himself  as  prindpal,  and  the  other  as  surety.  In 
Collins  V.  Prosser  (d),  and  in  Mathewsorfs  case  (r),  each 
obligor  had  a  distinct  engagement  to  perform.  Burleigh 
▼•  SMt  {d)  does  not  shew  that  if  the  contract,  though 
not  expressed  to  be  joint,  were  for  doing  one  and  the 
same  things  a  payment  made  by  one  contractor  in  fulfil- 
ment of  it  would  not  bar  the  statute  of  limitations. 
There  may  be  difficulties  in  either  view  of  this  case; 
but  the  terms  employed  are  sufficient  to  make  the 
parties  joint  contractors,  and  they  must  be  taken  most 
strongly  against  those  who  have  used  them. 

Lord  DsNMAN  C.  J«  If  we  had  been  called  upon  to 
decide  the  first  point,  I  should  have  desired  further 
time  for  consideration ;  but  this  is  unnecessary,  because 
the  second  point  is  clear.  The  word  ^^  severally"  in 
thb  contract,  if  it  has  any  meaning,  must  have  that 
which  the  defendants  ascribe  to  it.    Assuming  that  the 

{a)  BoUU  N.  P.  C  474.  (6)  \  B.  ^  C  682. 

(c)  5  Rq^  22.  6.  {d)  %  B.  i  C.  36. 

plaintifT 


Pxmr* 
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18S4.  notes  and  signatures:  the  lender  of  the  money  clearly 
required  the  responsibility,  not  of  the  parish,   which 

agamti  could  not  be  made  available,  but  of  the  individual 
makers.  But  even  admitting  that  the  defendants  signed 
the  notes  only  as  sureties  for  the  parish,  and  that  the 
parish  are  the  principal  contractors  for  the  debt,  there 
has  been  payment  of  interest  within  the  statutable  time 
on  that  debt,  by  the  parish,  and  that  must  keep  the 
notes  alive  as  against  sureties.  If  a  banker  were  to 
advance  money  to  a  customer,  and  take,  as  security,  a 
note  by  a  third  persdn  for  payment  of  that  money  with 
interest,  the  payment  of  the  interest  by  the  banker's 
customer  would  be  considered  to  have  the  same  efiect, 
against  the  surety,  as  payment  by  the  surety  himself; 
on  the  other  hand,  it  would  clearly  have  been  an  answer 
to  any  claim  for  interest  on  the  note^  made  upon  the 
surety.  Such  a  case  would  be  still  further  strength- 
ened, if,  as  here,  the  surety  had  been  present  at  the 
payment  of  interest  by  the  principal  contractor. 

D.  Pollock  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  notes  are  not 
given  by  the  defendants  in  their  individual  capacity. 
But  if  they  were  personally  responsible  upon  them,  they 
are  not  bound  by  the  payment  made  by  the  parish; 
and,  if  they  were  sureties,  they  were  entitled  to  notice 
of  non-payment,  which  notice  has  not  been  proved.  No 
recognition  of  the  payment  can  be  inferred  from  Wanger 
having  signed  the  allowance  of  the  accounts ;  he  might 
have  supposed  the  interest  to  be  due  upon  some  other 
account  At  any  rate,  it  is  no  more  than  an  acknow- 
ledgment of  the  overseer  having  accounted  for  the 
money  received  by  him  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  vestry. 
With  respect  to  the  case  suggested  on  the  other  side, 

of 
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of  a  loan  by  a  banker,  there  is  nothing  in  the  situation       18S4. 
of  these  parish  officers  to  bring  them  within  the  analogy. 
Parochial  oflScers  have  been  made  personally  liable  in       ofainu 

Fjettet* 

\  only  where  the  party  contracting  on  the  other  side 


knew  of  no  other  contracttM*.    [^Paiieson  J.    Then  you 
treat  the  note  as  mere  waste  paper.] 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  think  there  is  no  ground  for  a 
nonsuit.  The  question  was,  whether  this  payment  of 
interest  took  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 
It  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the  defendants 
bad  adopted  the  payment  of  the  interest  as  made  on 
their  behalf.  Had  the  notes  been  signed  simply  with 
the  names  of  the  makers,  without  any  addition,  it  might 
have  been  questionable  whether  the  assent  of  one  of  the 
defendants  to  the  allowance  was  sufficient  The  jury 
might  perhaps  in  that  case  have  required  evidence  that 
Warmer  had  seen  the  accounts.  But  here  there  b  no 
doubt.  By  the  form  of  their  signatures,  the  defendants 
r^ic(^ize  the  parish  as  their  agents;  the  payment  of 
interest  must,  therefore,  be  held  to  be  made  on  their 
account.  If  the  actual  knowledge  by  the  defendants  of 
the  payments  came  to  be  a  material  fact,  I  think  it 
would  be  one  as  to  which  the  jury  could  hardly  have 
doubted ;  so  that  a  nonsuit  would  be  out  of  the  question. 
Mr.  D.  Pollock  urges  that  the  defendants,  as  sureties, 
were  entitled  to  notice:  but  they  do  not  appear  as 
sureties  on  the  notes,  and  cannot  expect  to  be  treated 
as  such  after  signing  in  the  character  of  principals. 

Patteson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  is 
enough  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute.  However 
hard  it  may  be  on  the  defendants,  we  cannot  say  that 

O  4  there 
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Hetdon  against  Thompson,  Gent.,  One,  &c. 


To  a  dccliir. 
ation  bj  in- 
doniee  against 
acoeptoTy  the 
defendant 
pleaded,  that 
he,  to  ec- 
eofnmodate  the 
drawer,  and 


sideration, 
wrote  a  qna« 
lifted  acceptance 
on  blank 
paper,  and  de- 
livered the 
paper  to  the 
drawer,  for  the 
purpose  of  his 
drawing 
thereon  a  bill 
at  nine 
months;  that 
he  drew  a  bill 


A  SSUMPSIT.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration 
stated  that  J.  W.  EUredi  on  the  1st  of  June  1831, 
at  London^  made  his  bill  of  exchange,  requiring  the  de- 
fendant to  pay  the  said  J.  W.  £.,  or  his  order,  50/.,  six 
months  after  date;  that  the  defendant  accepted  the  bill, 
and  c7.  W.  E.  indorsed  it  to  Samuel  Silver^  who  indorsed 
the  same  to  the  plaintiff 

Plea,  that  on  the  said  1st  of  June  1831,  the  defendant, 
for  the  accommodation^  and  at  the  request  of  J.W.  £.,  the 
supposed  drawer  of  the  said  bill,  and  without  any  good 
and  valuable  consideration^  wrote  his,  defendant's  name, 
and  a  qualified  acceptance,  according  to  the  statute,  &c. 
upon  a  piece  of  blank  paper  having  a  three  and  sixpenny 
**  "Se^b'ii  de-  •^™P»  ^"  which  acceptance  he  made  the  same  payable 
dared  upon,       at  Barcloi/s  and  Co.,  Lombard  Street^  only,  and  not 

and  indorsed  it  ^  '  .  . 

without  con-  Otherwise  or  elsewhere :  that  the  defendant  immediately 
sidenrtion  to 

s.^  who  in-  afterwards  delivered  the  said  piece  of  paper,  so  written 
out  oonsi^.  *   npon  and  stamped  as  aforesaid,  to  J.  W.  E.f  for  the 

ation  to  the 

plaintiff,  both  indorsees  knowing  all  the  facts.  The  plaintiff  new^ssigned,  that  the  bill 
pleaded  was  not  Uke  tamt  biU  ot  that  dedared  upon,  b%it  another,  for  that  the  former  was  ac- 
cepted generally,  and  the  defendant  never  accepted  the  same  in  any  qualified  manner.  Plea, 
setting  out  as  before  a  qualified  acceptance  on  blank  paper,  for  the  same  purpose  as  above 
mentioned,  and  alleging  the  same  facts  as  to  the  drawing  and  indorsing  of  a  bill,  which  the 
plea  stated  to  be  the  bill  above  newly  assigned,  omitting,  however,  to  chai^  that  the  bill 
was  given  without  consideration,  but  stating  that  the  indofBemento  were  made  «  without 
any  suflident  consideration,  and  that  the  indorsees  knew  that  the  paper  was  delivered  for 
the  purpose  of  a  bill  at  nine  months  being  drawn,  after  the  acceptance.*'  Replication,  that 
the  bill  of  eichange  mentioned  in  tlie  last  plea  was  not  the  bill  above  newly  assigned,  but 
another  and  different,  with  conclusion  to  the  country  :  On  demurrer. 

Held,  that  this  replication  admitted  the  eiistence  of  the  bill  mentioned  in  the  preceding 
plea,  and  therefore  ought  to  have  concluded  with  a  verification. 

The  plaintiff  having  obtained  leave  to  amend,  replied,  '*  that  the  defendant  did  not  write 
his  qualified  acotptance  on  the  said  blank  paper,  as  in  the  last  plea  mentioned,  in  manner 
and  form,"  &c. ;  and  concluded  to  the  country :  On  demurrer, 

Held,^  that  this  wftt  in  substance  an  allegation  that  no  qualified  acceptance  was  written 
on  the  bill  declared  upon  by  the  plaintiff;  Uiat  it  was,  in  effect,  an  answer  to  the  whole 
plea,  and  that  iasoe  might  properly  he  tendered  upon  it. 

purpose 
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purpose  of  his  drawing  thereon  a  bill  for  50/.  payable  at        1834. 
nine  months  to  the  said  J.  fV.E.  or  order;   and  that       „ 
J.  fV.  E.  then  made  and  drew  upon  the  said  paper.        agamu 

r  r  r     »       Thompson. 

above,  below,  or  over  the  said  name  and  qualified  ac- 
ceptance of  the  defendant,  a  writing,  purporting  to  be  a 
bill  of  exchange,  in  the  words  and  figures  following: — 

*^  London^  1st  June  1831. 
«  ^50. 
^^  Six  months  after  date,  pay  me  or  my  order  the  sum 
of  fifty  pounds  for  value  received. 

«  J.  W.  Eldred. 
"  To  B.  R  ThompsoTij  Esq.  Solicitor, 
Hemel  Hempstead.^ 

That  J.  W.  E.,  without  any  good  and  valuable  con- 
stderadon,  indorsed  and  delivered  the  said  bill,  in  this 
plea  before  mentioned,  (the  same  being  the  said  sup- 
posed bill  of  exchange  in  tlie  declaration  mentioned,)  to 
the  said  S.  Silver^  who,  without  any  good  and  valuable 
consideradon,  indorsed  and  delivered  the  same  to  the 
plaintiff:  and  the  plea  further  averred,  that  Silver  and 
the  plaintifi^  at  the  time  of  the  said  indorsements,  well 
knew  tkat  the  defendant  had  received  no  good  or  vabiable 
consideration  for  writing  the  said  qualified  acceptance, 
and  that  the  said  paper  was  delivered  by  the  defendant 
XoJ.W.E.  for  the  purpose  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  said 
writing  by  J.  W.  £.,  upon  the  said  piece  of  paper,  was 
so  written  afler  the  defendant  had  put  his  name  and  the 
said  qualified  acceptance  ^thereupon. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  at  first  replied,  that  the  bill 
of  exchange  set  forth  in  the  plea  was  not  the  same  bill 
of  exchange  as  that  set  forth  in  the  deciaration,  and 
concluded  to  the  country.     The  defendant  demurred 

P  2  specially. 


Tsonnoir. 
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18S4.       specially)  and  upon  argument  before  Patteson  J.  in  the 
^  bail  court  (by  consent)  in  Trinity  term  1833,  the  de- 

fendaht  had  judgment,  but  leave  was  given  to  amend, 
without  payment  of  costs.  And  now  the  replication, 
(after  protesting  that  the  defendant  did  not,  for  the 
accommodation,  &c.,  write  his  name  and  a  qualified  ac- 
ceptance as  above  stated,  or  deliver  the  same  to  JT.  W.  E, 
for  the  purpose  of  his  drawing  thereon  a  bill  at  nine 
months,  &c.)  stated,  that  the  bill  of  exchange  in  the 
said  plea  mentioned,  and  alleged  to  have  been  drawn  by 
J,  W.  E.  upon  the  said  piece  of  paper  therein  mentioned, 
**  was  not,  nor  is,  the  same  identical  bill  of  exchange  in 
the  said  first  count  mentioned,  but  was  and  is  another 
and  difierent  bill  of  exchange ;  for  that  the  said  bill  of 
exchange,  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  was  and 
is  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  on  the  1st  day  of  June, 
A.D.  ISSl,  by  the  said  J.  W.  £,,  and  directed  to  the 
defendant,  and  whereby  the  said  J.  W.  E.  required  the 
defendant  to  pay  the  said  J.  W.  E*  or  his  order  50/.,  six 
months  after  date  thereof,  and  which  said  bill  of  exchange 
was  and  is  accepted  by  the  defendant  generally,  and  the 
defendant  never  did  accept  the  same  in  any  qualified 
manner,  expressing  that  he  made  the  same  payable  at  a 
banker's  house,  or  any  other  place,  only,  and  not  other- 
wise^ or  elsewhere ;  and  which  said  last  mentioned  bill 
of  exchange  was  and  is  another  and  difierent  bill  of 
exchange  than  the  said  bill  of  exchange  in  the  said 
first  plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned  as  aforesaid."  Veri- 
fication. 

Plea  to  the  new  assignment:  —  That  on  the  said  1st 
of  June  1831,  at,  &c.,  ^<  the  said  defendant,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  said  J.  W.  E^  the  said  supposed  drawer  of 
the  said  supposed  bill  of  exchange  above  newly  assigned, 

wrote 
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wrote  his,  the  said  defendant's  name  and  a  qualified        188i. 

acceptance,  according  to  the  statute,  upon  a  piece  of       " 

blank  paper,'*  &c.    The  plea  then,  (not  alleging  that       ae«nit 

Tuoxpfoir. 
this  acceptance  was  given  to  accommodate  J.  W.  E^ 

ot  without  consideration),  proceeded,  in  nearly  the  same 

words  as  the  former  one,   to  describe  the  qualified 

acceptance,  and  to  state  the  delivery  of  the  stamped 

paper  so  written  upon  to  J.  W.  £.,  for  the  purpose  of 

his  drawing  thereon  a  bill  at  nine  months;  and  that  he 

drew  a  bill  thereon  as  follows :  — 

'^  London^  June  1st,  1831. 
«  £50. 


"  ! 


Six  months  after  date,  pay  to  my  order  the  sum  of 
fifty  pounds,  value  received. 

«  J.  W.  Eldred. 
«  To  R.  F.  Thompson^  Esq. 
Hemel  Hempstead." 

It  then  stated  that  J.  W*  £.,  afterwards  and  without 
any  sufficient  consideration  in  that  behalf,  indorsed  and 
delivered  the  said  supposed  bill  of  exchange  in  this  plea 
before  mentioned  (the  same  being  the  supposed  bill  of 
exchange  above  newly  assigned),  to  Silver^  who  after- 
wards, without  any  sufficient  consideration  in  that  be* 
half,  indorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff;  and  that  Silver 
and  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  indorsements,  knew 
that  the  said  piece  of  paper  was  delivered  by  the  de- 
fimdant  to  J.  TV.  E.  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  and  that 
the  writing  thereupon  made  by  him  was  written  after 
the  defendant  had  written  his  name  and  the  said  quali- 
fied acceptance  on  the  said  piece  of  blank  paper  so 
stamped  as  aforesaid. 
The  replication  to  this  plea  was  as  follows :  —  *^  That 
P  3  the 
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lS84fb  the  said  bill  of  exchange  mentioned  in  the  plea  of  the 
defendant  to  the  plea  of  the  plaintiff  by  him  above 

agaifut  pleaded  by  way  of  new  assignment  and  reply  as  afore« 
said,  and  in  that  plea  of  the  defendant  alleged  to  have 
been  made  and  drawn  upon  the  said  piece  of  paper 
therein  mentioned,  was  not  nor  is  the  said  bill  of  ex- 
change above  newly  assigned  as  aforesaid,  in  manner 
and  form  as  the  defendant  hath  above  alleged,  but  was 
and  is  another  and  different  bill  of  exchange.  And 
this  the  plaintiff  prays  may  be  enquired  of  by  the 
country,"  &c. 

Demurrer,  stating  the  following  grounds: — That  the 
second  new  assignment  does  not  state  bow  or  in  what 
manner  the  bill  therein  mentioned  is  a  different  bill  of 
exchange  from  that  mentioned  in  the  preceding  plea: 
that  it  attempts  to  confess  and  avoid  that  plea,  and  yet 
does  not  allege  and  shew  some  other  bill  as  being  the 
identical  bill  of  exchange  declared  upon  in  tlie  first  new 
assignment:  "  That  the  second  new  assignment  attempts 
to  traverse  and  put  in  issue  the  identical  mode  in  which 
the  bill  of  exchange  set  forth  in  the  plea  to  the  first  new 
assignment  was  accepted,  made,  and  indorsed  with 
notice  thereof  as  therein  mentioned,  whereas  the  plain- 
tiff ought  to  have  traversed  and  put  in  issue  the  ex- 
istence and  substance  thereof,  or  to  have  newly  assigned 
and  su£Sciently  set  forth  some  other  bill  of  exchange  as 
that  upon  which  the  plaintiff  hath  declared  in  the  second 
new  assignment/'  That  although  the  second  new  as- 
signment alleges,  that  the  biU  mentioned  in  the  plea  to 
the  first  new  assignment  is  not  the  same  as  the  bill 
mentioned  in  that  new  assignment,  and  although  it 
attempts  by  inference  to  set  forth  another  and  a  dif- 
ferent bill,  it  does  not,  as  it  ought  to  do,  conclude  with 

a  veri- 
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a  verification,   but  tenders  an  issue  to  the  coantry^        ]834<. 

thereby  precluding  the  defendant  from  offering  a  new       !! 

and  material  answer  to  that  new  assignment:  that  the        agaUui 

°  TuoiirtfM. 

second  new  assignment  attempts  to  traverse  matter  of 

mducement:  that  it  puts  in  issue  matter  not  properly 

issuable,  and  not  in  controversy  between  the  parties; 

and  that  it  is  argumentative.     Joinder  in  demurrer. 

In   Michadmas  term  1833   (Nov.  8th),  the  demurrer 

was  argued  by 

Mansel  for  the  defendant.  The  replication  to  the 
defendant's  last  plea  is  bad  for  the  several  reasons 
stated.  It  is  no  answer  to  the  plea  to  say  that  the 
bill  therein  mentioned  is  not  the  same  as  that  de-* 
scribed  in  the  first  new  assignment ;  the  plaintiff  should 
have  denied  its  existence,  or  in  some  other  way  sub* 
standally  traversed  the  matter  of  the  plea.  Among 
other  authorities  to  prove  this,  and  to  shew  what 
would  be  the  proper  mode  of  pleading,  are,  Sprigg  v. 
Neal  {a\  Freeston  v.  Stanford  {b),  Freeston  v*  Crouch  (c), 
Odiham  v.  Smith  {d)^  Bourne  v.  Taylor  {e)^  Pratt  v. 
Groomefjg)^  the  precedent  in  3  Wentw.  151.,  3  ChUhf 
on  Heading,  p.  1213.,  note,  5th  edit.  Besides,  the 
plaintifi^  by  the  replication  demurred  to,  introduces  new 
matter:  he  suggests  the  existence  of  a  difierent  bill  from 
that  already  pleaded  to  by  the  defendant;  and  at  the  same 
time,  by  concluding  to  the  country,  he  shuts  out  the  de- 
fendant from  making  any  answer  as  to  this  new  bill. 
There  might  in  reality  have  been  six  bills  for  the  same 
amount,  accepted  at  the  same  date,  and  otherwise  alike; 
suppose  the  plaintiff  to  declare  on  one  of  these,  and  the 

(«)  3  Lev.  9^.  (6)  CVu.  Eliz.  353.  (c)  Cra.  EUx.  492. 

{d)  Cro.  EUx.  589.     G9ldsb.  19J.     See  1  Wms.  Saurul.  299  c.  note  («). 
(e)  10  Eati,  189.  (g)  15  East,  235. 

P  4  defendant 
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1834.  the  plainti&  are  enabled  to  sue  both  principal  and 
surety  together,  whereas,  if  this  were  otherwise,  the 
surety  might  have  given  the  principal  a  release,  and 
made  him  a  witness.  If  the  surety  had  a  set-off  against 
the  trustees,  he  could  not  avail  himself  of  it  in  a  joint 
action.  Again,  if  the  contract  were  originally  several, 
a  payment  by  the  principal  within  six  years  would  not 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations  as  against 
the  surety :  this  may  be  collected  from  the  judgments 
of  the  Court  in  Burleigh  v.  Slott  (a).  On  the  other 
hand,  a  release  or  discharge  of  one  several  contractor  is 
not  a  discharge  of  the  rest,  Maihewsoris  case  (i),  and 
this  is  beneficial  to  the  covenantees.  The  trustees  in 
the  present  case  may  have  wished  to  have  that  security. 
It  is  said  that  covenants  are  to  be  treated  as  joint  or 
several  according  to  the  interest  of  the  parties;  but  that 
rule  relates  to  the  interest  of  the  parties  suing,  not  of  the 
defendants:  1  Wms.  Sound.  154>.  note  1. (c).  Where  the 
question  is  of  the  joint  or  several  liability  of  the  parties 
sued,  the  Court  must  look  to  the  [)recise  words  of  the 
contract ;  it  cannot  make  a  contract  for  the  parties.  In 
HaU  V.  Smith  (</),  and  Clark  v.  Blacksioct  {e\  the  notes 
might  be  joint  or  severid,  and  so  might  the  obligation 
in  Sayer  v.  Chaytor  (g),  because  words  were  used  which 
might  admit  of  each  construction;  but  here  there  is 
no  ambiguity.  It  is  asked  as  the  test  of  this  being 
a  joint  or  several  undertaking  of  the  defendants,  whether 
a  release  to  one  would  have  discharged  the  other. 
MathexDson's  case  {b)  shews  that  it  would  not 

(a)  SB.^C.  36.  (6)  5  Rtp.  22,  i. 

(c)  Citing  En^t  ▼.  Dcnniihome,  2 Burr,  lisa,  and  Xi£by  t.  Sedges, 
lStr.5SS.    8  Mod,  166. 

(d)  1  A  J  C.  407.  ((f)  1  ffoU's  K.  P.  a  474. 
(jS)  1  Lutw,  695. 

Cressooell 


NiXOM. 
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CresttwU  in  reply.     As  to  the  qaestion  of  actual        ldS4>. 
interest,  each  party  here  has  an  interest  in  one  and  the        -^^* 

Lib 

same  thing  being  done.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Davison  against 
has  it  only  by  reason  of  having  entered  into  the  con- 
tract; and  in  that  contract  the  word  '<  severally"  is 
used.]  That  is  to  distinguish  principal  from  surety. 
It  was,  perhi^s,  meant  that  Davison^  and  the  party  who 
did  not  execute,  contracted  as  sureties,  and  Niaxm  as 
principal.  But  that  is  not  expressed  so  as  to  afford 
ground  for  severing  the  parties  in  respect  of  liability. 
The  case  is  the  same  as  if  a  note  had  been  given  by  the 
parties  for  the  rent,  in  the  form  set  out  in  Clark  v. 
Blacisioci  (a),  and  signed  by  both,  one  intending  to 
bind  himself  as  principal,  and  the  other  as  surety.  In 
CaUins  v.  Prosser  (&),  and  in  Mathewson^s  case  (c),  each 
obligor  had  a  distinct  engagement  to  perform.  Burleigh 
V*  SMi  (d)  does  not  shew  that  if  the  contract,  though 
not  expressed  to  be  joint,  were  for  doing  one  and  the 
same  things  a  payment  made  by  one  contractor  in  fulfil- 
ment of  it  would  not  bar  the  statute  of  limitations. 
There  may  be  di£ScuIties  in  either  view  of  this  case; 
but  the  terms  employed  are  sufficient  to  make  the 
parties  joint  contractors,  and  they  must  be  taken  most 
strongly  against  those  who  have  used  them. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J,  If  we  had  been  called  upon  to 
decide  the  first  point,  I  should  have  desired  further 
time  for  consideration ;  but  this  is  unnecessary,  because 
the  second  point  is  dear.  The  word  ^^  severally"  in 
this  contract,  if  it  has  any  meaning,  must  have  that 
which  the  defendants  ascribe  to  it.    Assuming  that  the 

(fl)  MoU*t  N.  P.  a  474.  (b)  IB.^C.  68«. 

(c)  5  A^.  22.  b.  {d)  SB.iC,  36. 

plaintiff 
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18$4.  to  have  dented  it.  The  defendant's  first  plea  was  bad, 
fork  amounted  to  the  general  issue;  bnt  the  plaintiff 
waived  that  by  pleading  over.  Then,  upon  his  new 
assigning,  the  parties  were  in  the  same  condition  as  if 
the  pleadings  had  begun  de  novo. 

Taunton  J.  I  have  had  some  doubts,  but  I  am 
now  iiilly  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  must  amend. 

Patteson  J.  The  ground  on  which  I  decided 
against  the  plaintiff's  original  replication  was,  that  by 
stating  that  the  bill  of  exchange  mentioned  in  the  de- 
fendant's plea  was  not  the  same  as  that  first  described  in 
the  decbration,  he  acknowledged  the  existence  of  the 
second  bill,  and  therefore  his  replication  should  have 
concluded  with  an  averment,  so  as  to  give  the  defendant 
an  (^portunity  of  answering  what  was  said  of  the  bill  so 
admitted  to  be  in  existence.  The  state  of  things  was 
the  same  npon  the  replication  to  the  plea  to  the  new 
assignment;  and  it  would  have  been  so  if  the  same 
pleadings  had  recurred  fifty  times. 

The  Court  gave  the  plaintiff  leave  to  amend  without 
imposing  any  terms. 

The  amended  replication  was  as  follows  i  -^  <'  That 
the  defendant  did  not  write  his  the  defendant's  name 
and  a  qualified  accq)tance,  according  to  the  form  of 
the  statute  in  such  case,  &c.  upon  the  said  piece  of 
bhmk  paper  having  a  three  shilling  and  sixpenny  stamp 
thereon,  as  in  the  said  plea  of  the  defendant  by  him 
above  pleaded  to  the  plea  of  the  plaintiff  by  him  above 
pleaded  by  way  of  new  assignment^  &c.  is  mentioned,  in 

manner 
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manlier  and  form  as  the  defendant  hath  above  in  that 
plea  in  diat  bdialf  alleged.''  Conclusion  to  the  country. 
General  demurrer,  and  joinder.  The  demurrer  was 
now  argued  by 

Mansd  for  the  defendant.  The  replication  is  bed, 
because  it  does  not  answer  the  whole  of  the  plea.  The 
plea  first  states  that  the  defisndant  wrote  his  name 
and  a  qualified  acceptance  on  blank  paper ;  the  plain- 
ti£f  in  his  replication  denies  that:  but  then  the  plea 
adds,  that  the  paper  was  delivered  to  Eldred  for  the 
purpose  of  his  drawing  thereon  a  bill  at  nine  months, 
and  he  drew  upon  it  a  bill  at  six,  which  was  indorsed 
and  delivered  to  SSver^  who  indorsed  it  to  the  plaintiff; 
that  the  indorsees  had  given  no  consideration,  and  that 
they  knew  the  purpose  for  which  the  bill  was  delivered 
to  Eldred.  To  this  there  is  no  answer;  and  if  either 
part  of  Uie  plea,  separately  pleaded,  would  have  con- 
stituted a  good  defence,  that  part,  if  found  for  the 
defendant  by  a  jury  {SpUsbury  v.  MkhUtktBaiU{a)  \  or 
unanswered  in  pleading,  is  sufficient  to  defeat  the  action. 
It  might,  perhaps,  have  been  contended  that  the  plea 
was  bad  for  duplicity,  but  that  objection  is  now  waived ; 
^*  unless  the  party  demurs  for  doubleness,  he  is  bound  to 
answer  all  the  matters  alleged:"  Bolton  v.  Cannon {b). 
This  is  not  a  defect  cured  by  4  Ann.  c.  16.  5. 1.,  for 
sufficient  matter  does  not  appear  in  the  pleadings  upon 
which  the  Court  may  give  judgment 

£rk  contra*  The  replication  is  now  amended  ac- 
cording to  the  suggestions  of  the  Court  on  the  last 


119 
1854. 

iJlflNNf 


(«)  1  Taunt.  H6» 


(6)  1  VetUr.  27S. 

argument. 
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3894*  argument.  To  have  pleaded  any  plea  amounting  to  a 
new  assignment,  which  must  have  concluded  with  a 
verification,  would  have  led  to  infinity  of  pleading;  the 
plaintiff  could  not,  in  assumpsit,  put  the  whole  of  the 
facts  in  issue  by  a  general  plea,  like  de  injurid :  all, 
therefore^  that  he  could  do  was,  to  tender  issue  on  some 
material  fact,  which,  if  contradicted,  left  the  defendant 
no  case.  Here  the  defendant  puts  forward  a  bill  which 
he  afiects  to  mistake  for  that  declared  upon  by  the 
plaintiff.  To  bear  out  the  plea,  he  roust  shew  that  he 
was  the  acceptor  of  that  supposed  bill.  We  deny  his 
acceptance  of  the  bill  in  that  plea  mentioned ;  and  if  he 
was  not  the  maker  of  such  acceptance,  he  has  failed  to 
shew  his  connection  with  any  such  bill :  the  whole  ap- 
plication of  the  plea  to  the  present  cause  is  gone,  the 
drawing  and  indorsing  are  not  the  drawing  and  in- 
dorsing which  the  defendant  has  alleged.  The  issue 
tendered  does,  in  fact,  question  all  the  facts  pleaded,  for 
the  plea  is  a  connected  series  of  propositions,  the  found- 
ation of  which  is,  the.  writing  of  an  acceptance  by  the 
defendant  on  a  piece  of  blank  paper.  All  depends  on 
this  writing  being  the  same  as  he  represents  it  to  be. 
He  now  contends  that  we  should  have  denied  the 
delivery  of  the  bill  to  EUbred  for  the  purpose  aUq;ed ; 
but  if  the  defendant  did  not  write  the  acceptance  de- 
scribed in  the  plea,  he  could  not  deliver  it  for  the 
purpose  of  a  bill  being  drawn  upon  it.  \LiUledale  J. 
Does  the  replication,  as  it  stands,  put  in  issue  his  having 
accepted?]  It  denies  that  he  wrote  his  name  and  a 
qualified  acceptance  on  the  said  paper  in  manner  and 
form  'as  the  defendant  has  in  his  plea  in  that  behalf 
alleged;  and  no  other  acceptance  is  pleaded.  It  is 
unnecessary  now  to  discuss  the  doctrine  that,  where  a 

defendant 
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defendant  pleads  two  defences  in  one  plea,  the  plaintiff 
if  be  does  not  demur,  must  answer  both ;  but  if  the 
rq>Iication  here  had  been  double,  it  woiUd  unque^ 
ticttiably  have  been  demurred  to. 

Mansd  in  reply.  It  is  consistent  with  the  pleadings 
that  the  defendant  may  have  accepted  generally,  and 
that  would  still  leave  a  su£Bcient  defence  on  the  latter 
part  of  the  defendant^ s  plea.  ilAtUedak  J.  The  plea 
to  the  new  assignment  does  not  state  that  the  defendant 
accepted  without  consideration,  and  for  the  accommo- 
dation of  EldredJ]  But  it  states  the  purpose  for  which 
the  bill  was  delivered,  and  that  the  indorsees  knew  it. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  This  question  arises  on  a 
(dngnlar  state  of  pleadings.  (His  Lordship  then  stated 
them,  to  the  end  of  the  new  assignment)  To  this  the 
defendant  answers,  that  he  wrote  that  acceptance  also^ 
being  a  qualified  one,  on  a  blank  paper,  and  delivered  the 
paper  so  written  upon  to  Eldred,  for  the  purpose  of  his 
drawing  thereon  a  bill  at  nine  months;  that  EUbred 
drew  upon  the  paper  a  bill  at  six  months,  and  indorsed 
and  delivered  the  same,  being  the  bill  above  newly 
assigned,  without  any  good  consideration,  to  Silver^ 
who,  without  consideration,  indorsed  the  same  to  the 
plaintiff;  and  that  tliese  two  parties  knew, — not  that 
die  acceptance  had  been  given  to  Eldred  without  con- 
sideration,— but  that  the  said  paper  had  been  delivered 
to  Eldred  for  the  purpose  aforesaid  (that  is,  of  having  a 
bill  at  nine  months  written  upon  it),  and  that  the  bill 
was  written  upon  it  after  the  acceptance.  Then  the 
plaintiff  replies,  that  the  defendant  did  not  write  his 
name  and  a  qualified  acceptance  on  the  said  piece  of 

blank 
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1884*  blank  paper,  as  in  the  defendant's  plea  is  above  pleaded, 
in  manner  and  form  as  the  defendant  has  in  that  plea 
dleged.  The  defendant  alleges  that  the  bill  new  as- 
s%ned  is  a  pi^er  in  respect  of  which  the  several  things 
have  been  done  which  were  stated  in  his  plea :  the  re- 
pUeadon  is,  that  it  is  not  a  paper  to  which  the  facts  in 
that  statement  will  apply :  it  puts  in  issue  this  being  a 
paper  concerning  which  any  of  those  facts  can  be 
asserted.  It  wonld  be  a  sufficient  issue  for  the  deter- 
mination of  the  cause  by  a  jury,  whether  or  not  the 
paper  newly  assigned  was  the  paper  of  which  those 
facts  were  stated.  The  case  from  Ventris  answers  any 
argument  as  to  duplicity  in  the  plea;  but  the  facts  here 
are  brought  to  such  an  issue  as  would  give  the  plaintiff 
the  advanti^  of  meeting  by  his  proof  the  whole  of  the 
defendant's  case. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  effect  of  the  first  new  assign- 
ment was  this :  all  that  is  stated  in  the  plea,  as  to  the 
making  and  delivery  of  the  acceptance,  and  the  drawing 
and  indorsing  of  the  bill,  therein  described,  may  be 
true ;  but  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  the  bill  on  which  he 
declares  »  another  and  a  different  bill,  for  that  it  was 
and  is  a  bill  accepted  by  the  defendant  generally.  The 
defendant  might  then  have  traversed  the  fact  that  that 
bill  was  so  accepted,  or  might  have  said  that  it  was 
accepted  specially,  and  concluded  to  the  country.  But 
instead  of  that,  he  answers  that  the  plaintiff  wrote  hts 
name  and  a  qualified  acceptance  on  a  blank  paper,  and 
delivered  the  paper  to  EMred  for  the  purpose  of  his  draw- 
ing upon  it  a  bUl  at  nine  months,  and  goes  on  'to  state 
the  drawing  and  indorsing  of  a  bill  on  that  paper,  and 
the  other  facts  connected  with  it,  and  that  it  was  the  bill 

newly 
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newly  assigned.  The  plaintiff  now  replies  that  he  did  1SS4* 
not  write  his  name  and  a  qualified  acceptance  on  the  said 
blank  paper  in  manner  and  form,  &c.,  and  oondades  to 
the  country.  Thb  is  the  state  of  the  pleadings.  The 
plaintiff  alleges  that  the  bill  declared  upon  was  accepted 
generally ;  the  defendant  says  that  a  qualified  acceptance 
was  written  on  blank  paper,  and  that  the  bill  drawn  on 
that  paper  is  the  one  refenred  to  by  the  plaintiff:  he 
again  rq>lies9  **  the  paper  on  which  the  bill  I  speak  of 
was  drawn,  had  not  the  qualified  acceptance  described 
by  you."  The  defendant,  instead  <^  at  once  going  to 
the  country  on  the  plaintiff's  new  assignment,  has  en- 
tered into  a  particular  statement  of  fiu:ts ;  the  plaintiff 
selects  one  of  the  most  material  of  those  (acts,  and 
tenders  issue  upon  it ;  and  I  do  not  well  see  how  any 
other  issue  could  have  been  taken. 

Patteson  J.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  jM^sent 
replication  would  have  been  a  good  answer  to  the 
original  plea ;  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  decide  that.  Upon 
these  pleadings,'  the  plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled  to  judg- 
ment The  first  plea  states  a  case  of  fraud ;  that  an 
acceptance  was  given  for  accommodation,  with  an  un- 
derstanding that  a  bill  at  nine  months  should  be  written 
over  it,  but  the  drawer  fraudulently  made  the  bill 
payable  at  six ;  and  then,  to  obviate  any  answer  as  to 
the  plaintiff  being  a  bond  fide  holder,  it  is  added  that 
the  bill  was  passed  to  Silva-^  and  from  him  to  the 
plaintiff,  without  value:  and  the  plea  goes  even  further, 
for  it  states  that  both  indorsees  knew  the  original  cir- 
cumstances of  the  drawing.  To  this  plea  the  plaintiff 
at  first  replied,  not  denying  the  existence  of  such  a 

bill 


TatmnQH, 
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1894.       bill  as  was  set  up  by  tbe  defendant,  but  alleging  that 

the  bill  declared  upon  by  him  was  a  different  one>  and 
HsiBoir 

^AMT^  conduding  to  the  country.  This  was  demurred  to.  It 
appeared  to  me,  at  first,  that  |here  was  nothing  in  the 
objection;  but  afterwards  I  thought  hiyself  bound  by 
tbe  decisions,  and  by  good  senses  to  hold  that  the 
plaintiff,  by  saying  ^*  the  bill  I  declare  upon  is  a  dit 
ferent  bill,"  admitted  the  existence  of  the  bill  pleaded, 
and  therefore  ought  to  have  given  the  defendant  an 
opportunity  to  answer  what  he  had  said  of  that  bill,  by 
concluding  with  a  verification.  The  plaintiff  amended, 
and  concluded  his  new  assignment  with  a  verification* 
The  defendant,  in  his  plea  to  the  new  assignment,  again 
stated  the  case  of  fraud,  omitting  the  want  of  consider- 
ation as  between  the  defendant  and  Eldredy  but,  in 
other  reqpects,  as  before.  The  plaintiff  again  replied 
that  the  two  bills  were  not  the  same,  and  concluded  to 
the  country;  and  it  was  contended  that  the  replication 
was,  in  effect,  a  second  new  assignment,  and  admitted 
the  existence  of  the  bill  previously  pleaded  by  the  de» 
foidant;  that  the  replication,  therefore,  should  have 
concluded  with  a  verification,  and  that  the  same  must 
be  done,  toties  quoties,  so  long  as  the  same  course  of 
pleading  continued.  Leave  was  given  to  amend  again, 
and  the  plamtiff  now  tenders  issue  upon  this  feet;  that 
the  defendant  did  not  write  his  name  and  a  qualified  a4> 
ceptance  on  the  piece  of  blank  paper  mentioned  in  the 
plea  to  the  hist  new  assignment,  in  manner  and  fi>rm, 
&C.  He  thus  puts  in  issue  the  very  b^mning  of  the 
alleged  firaud.  Then  it  b  argued  that,  striking  out  of 
the  plea  all  tbe  matter  upon  which  an  issue  is  taken, 
enough  remains  to  support  the  action,  and  Bolton  v. 

annon 
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Gififiofi  (a)  is  cited.  But  ^^hat  is,  in  fact,  left?  All  18S4. 
that  relates  to  the  writing  of  the  acceptance  is  gone ;  it 
'Only  appears  that  Eldred  drew  on  the  said  piece  of  against 
paper  a  bill  of  exchange^  which  is  the  bill  newly  as- 
signed, and  indorsed  it  without  any  su£Bcient  consider- 
ation to  50t)^,  who  indorsed  without  any  sufficient 
consideration  to  the  plaintiff.  But  this  is  not  enough ; 
fer  if  the  drawer  of  a  bill  draws  it  for  a  good  consider- 
ation, he  may  indorse  it  over  as  a  present ;  and  it  has 
often  been  held,  that  if  an  indorsee  has  given  any 
consideraUon  for  a  bill,  he  may  recover  the  whole 
amount,  and  hold  the  surplus  above  what  is  due  to  him, 
as  trustee  for  the  next  par^  entitled.  The  plea,  indeed, 
goes  on  to  say  that  Silver  and  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time 
of  the  indorsements,  '*  knew  that  the  said  piece  of  paper 
so  written  upon  and  stamped  as  aforesaid  was  so  de- 
livered by  the  defendant  to  the  said  Joseph  Wright 
£b&-^if  for  the  purpose  aforesaid;"  but,  by  the  present 
hypothesis,  all  that  related  to  that  purpose  in  the 
former  part  of  the  plea  is  struck  out,  consequently  the 
averment  means  nothing.  This  is  an  answer  to  the 
case  cited  from  Ventris.  The  result  of  the  whole  is, 
that  the  defendant  in  this  plea  alleges  a  case  of  fraud, 
and  the  very  inception  of  tliat  fraud  is  denied  by  the 
plaintiff's  replication.  The  judgment,  therefore,  must  be 
for  the  plaintiff. 

WrLLiAMS  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  repli- 
cation pats  in  issue  the  real  subject  of  dispute  between 
these  parties,  namely,  whether  there  ever  was  such  a 
qualified  acceptance  as  the  defendant  alleges.    It  answers 

(a)  1  r0ii/r.272. 

Vol.  L  Q  the 
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1834.        the  whole  plea,  and  tenders  issue  on  a  fact  by  which 
„  the  cause  may  be  decided. 


agamti 
TeoMnov* 


Judgment  for  the  plaintiff*. 


Satufdajft 


The  King  against  The  Inhabitants  of 

GOSFORTH. 


A  penon  hir- 
ing ft  hoofe 
and  sUble  for 
a  year  in  a 
parish  under 
different  land- 
lords, at  renta 
amounting 
together  to 
10/m  holding 
such  houie 
and  stable,  and 
residing  in  the 
bouie,  for  the 
year,  and  pay- 
ing the  whole 
rent,  acquired 
a  settlement  in 
such  pariah, 
under  the  act 
59  G.  3.  c.  50., 
though  the 
house  and  sta- 
ble were  en- 
tirely separate 
from  each 
other. 


/^N  appeal  against  an  order  removing  Ann  Birkett 
from  the  township  of  Whitehaven  to  the  parish  oF 
Gosfbrthj  both  in  Cumberland^  the  sessions  confirmed 
the  order,  sul^t  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  a 
case,  by  which  it  appeared  that  the  pauper's  alleged  setde- 
ment  in  Whitehaven  was  derived  from  her  father.    The 
father,  while  the  act  59  G.  3.  c.  50.  was  in  force,  namely, 
in  1823,  hired  for  a  year,  of  a  Mr.  Falcon^  a  dwelling* 
house  in  the  township  of  Whitehaven^  at  the  yearly  rent 
and  of  the  yearly  value  of  8/.     He  also  hired  for  the 
same  year  a  stable  in  the  same  township  of  a  Mr.  Gray' 
soHf  at  the  yearly  rent  and  of  the  yearly  value  of  6/.  6«. 
The  stable  was  not  under  the  same  roof  with   the 
dwelling-house,  nor  immediately  contiguous  or  appur- 
tenant thereto,  but  stood  in  a  different  street,  upwards 
of  200  yards  off.     He  held  and  occupied  both  the 
dwelling-house  and  stable,  and  dwelt  in  the  dwelling- 
house,  for  the  whole  year,  and  paid  the  whole  year's 
rent  for  them.    The  question  was,  whether,   by  the 
occupation  of  a  dwelling-house  and  stable  under  these 
circumstances,  the  father  acquired  a  setdement  in  Wliite^ 
haven* 


CoUman 
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CoUnum  and  JlrmUrtmg^  who  were  to  have  supported        1834. 
the  order  of  sessions,   admitted  that  they  could  not      ^^^ 
eflbctually  distinguish  the  case  from  Rex  v.  Tadaister  {a\       agauui 
which  was  decided  after  this  case  was  granted.    That»        anti  of 
indeed,   was  under  a  different   statute;    but  the  act 
59  6.  3.  c.  50.,  which  applies  to  the  present  case,  is, 
perhaps,  less  favourable  than  6  G.  4.  c.  57.    [Patteson  J. 
We  recognised  the  authority  oF  Rex  y.  Tadcastery  the 
other  day,  in  Rex  v.  Banbury  {b)  ].     The  Court  there 
said  that  Rex  v.  Tadcaster  had  gone  to  the  extreme 
verge  of  the  law. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  That  observation  strengthens 
the  authority;  since  the  Court,  notwithstanding  the 
opinion  so  expressed,  felt  themselves  bound  by  the 
decision.     The  order  must  be  quashed. 

Patteson  and  Williams  Js.  concurred  (c). 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 

W^htman  was  to  have  argued  against  the  order  of 
sessions. 

(•)  4  ir.  j*  Ad.  707.  (6)  Kni^  p.  136. 

(0  LtUledaU  J.  wm  abtent. 
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^'^f'  The  King  against  The  Inhabitants  of  Iver(^). 

A  person  O^  appeal  against  an  order  of  justices,  removing 

housei  under  Edward  Ewer  from  the  parish  of  Iver^  in  the  county 

tooi^h^^^  of  jBiicfo,  to  the  parish  of  Bickmansworth^  in  the  county 

d£!^a^?o  ^^  Herts,  the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the 

internal  com-  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  following  case:  — 

munication;  he      ^  ° 

took  the  whole        The  pauper  never  gained  a  settlement  in  his  own 

■t  one  hinngp 

butiwiddutinct  right     His  father,  Henry  Ewer,  in  182S,  took  a  house 

fenti  for  them 

of  6£i  each  per  in  Iver  of  Mr.  Franklin,  for  which  he  paid  6/.  per 

cupied  one  annum,  and  also  1/.  per  annum  for  a  piece  of  land.     In 

and^lo^^dhb  ^be  adjoining  house,  also  belonging  to  Mr.  Franklin, 

^i^o"ifof  ^^^^  another  tenant  of  the  name  of  Dean.     No  other 

***•  ^^j"*'*  building  adjoined  either  of  the  two  houses.     There  was 

by  luch  reottflg  no  internal  communication   between   them,  and  there 

and  occupation 

ibr  a  year,  he     was  a  Separate  outer  door  to  each.     Each  bouse  had  a 

acQuired  a  set* 

tlement  under  chimney  running  up  back  to  back  in  the  partition  wall 
«.  2.*  *  *  between  the  houses,  and  there  was  one  continuous  roof 
over  the  two  houses.  A  few  days  previous  to  January 
1830  Dean  quitted,  and  Henry  Ewer  proposed  to  Mr. 
Franklin  to  take  Dearis  house  instead  of  his  own.  Mr. 
Franklin  agreed,  if  Henty  Ewer  could  find  a  tenant  for 
the  other.  Henry  I>wer  brought  his  son  William  Ewer 
to  Franklin,  who  refused  to  take  him  as  tenant  Henry 
Ewer  then  agreed  with  Franklin  to  become  tenant  for  the 
whole,  and  to  pay  62.  for  each  house,  and  12.  for  the  land, 
that  is,  1S2.  a  year;  and  thereupon  Henry  ExDer  went 

(a)  JZecT.  /eer  was  decided,  Januarjf  22d,  18S4;  but  It  having  been 
thought  conTenient  that  this  case  and  Bat  r.  WooUon  should  appear 
together,  the  fonner  is  inserted  here,  and  is  omitted  in  the  Reports  of 
HUanf  term,  1834,  SB.^:  Ad^ 

into 
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into  the  occapation  of  Dean's  bouse,  and  let  his  son        18  Si. 

into  the  possession  of  the  other;  and  the  son  with  his      _ 

.  .  .  .  ^«  K»»<» 

family  continued  in  the  occupation  thereof  till  Michael^        against 

-         .  .       _     *         ^^  ^  _  The  Inhabit- 

mas  1831 1  when  be  quitted,  and  Henry  Ewer  thereupon        anu  of 

gave  up  that  bouse  to  Mr.  Franklin^  who  put  in  another 

tenant    *  Henry  £mer  paid  the  13/.  rent  to  Michaelmas 

1831,  and  Mr.  Franklin  gave  him  at  each  Michaelmas 

a  separate  receipt  for  the  rent  of  each  house.     From 

1828  to  Michaelmas  1831,  no  alteration  was  made  in 

the  two  houses.     While  the  two  houses  were  occupied 

by  Dean  and  Henry  Ewer^  and  subsequently,  while  they 

were  occupied  by  Henry  Ewer  and  his  son,  the  occupier 

of  each  house  was  separately  assessed  to  the  poor-rate. 

Henry  Ewer  did  not  pay  his  son's  poor-rate,  nor  did  he 

use  any  part  of  his  son's  house.     The  question  for  the 

(pinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether  Henry  Ewer  gained 

a  settlement  in  Jver  by  renting  a  separate  and  distinct 

dwelling-house  or  building. 

Tayburd  Serjt  and  Monro,  in  Michaelmas  term  1833» 
supported  the  order  of  sessions,  and  cited  Bex  v.  Tad^ 
easier  (a)  as  decisive  on  this  case*  Parke  J.  mentioned 
Bex  V.  Macclesfield  (&).  No  one  being  present  to  oppose 
the  order,  the  case  stood  over  till  Hilary  term  1834,  when 

B.  Andrews^  who  then  appeared  for  the  appellants, 
was  called  upon  by  the  Court  The  material  words  of 
6G.  4.  C.57.  5.1.,  upon  which  the  present  question 
tuAis,  are,  that  no  person  shall  acquire  a  settlement  in 
any  parish  by  renting  a  tenement,  "  unless  such  tene^ 
ment  shall  consist  of  a  separate  and  distinct  dwellings 

(«)  AB.^  Ad.  703.  (*)  2  J9.  4  ^rf.87a 

Q  3  house 
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18S4,        hoose  or  buildings  or  qfland^  or  ofhoih^  bonfi  fide  rented 

by  such  person  in  such  parish  for  10/.  a  year  for  one 

agcami  whoIe  year,  ^  nor  unless  snch  house  or  htMdingy  or  landf 
anuof  shall  be  occupied  under  such  yearly  hiring,''  and  the 
rent  for  the  same,  to  the  amount  of  10/.»  paid  for  one 
whole  year  at  least*  The  appelhints  contend  that  a 
person  renting  one  dwelling-house  which  he  inhabits, 
and  one  which  he  allows  to  be  occupied  by  another 
person,  the  two  rents  together  amounting  to  1  Oil  a 
year,  does  not  acquire  a  settlement  under  the  statute. 
Bex  y*  Tadcaster  {a)  established  that  a  settlement  might 
be  gained  by  renting  a  dwelling-house  and  a  distinct 
building;  but  no  case  has  yet  determined  the  point 
here  made  by  the  appellants.  In  Bex  v«  Ditcheat  (A), 
Bat/let/  J.  (who  differed  from  the  other  two  Judges) 
thought  that,  to  gain  a  settlement  under  the  statute,  the 
party  renting  must  occupy  the  whole  of  the  rented  pre- 
mises, and  not  underlet  any  part.  LitUedale  J.,  though 
of  a  contrary  opinion,  said,  <*  it  might  have  been  other- 
wise if  he  had  underlet  the  whole  house,  and  occupied 
no  part ;"  and  Parke  J.  grounded  his  judgment  on  the 
express  words  of  the  statute.  It  probably  was  not  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  in  either  statute  to  dispense 
with  the  "  dwelling"  in  the  tenement,  which  is  men- 
tioned in  59  G.  3.  c.  50.,  as  one  of  the  conditions  of 
acquiring  a  settlement  by  the  renting  of  a  house.  The 
words  of  6  G.  4f.  c*  67.  s.  I.  are  indeed  different  in 
that  respect,  but  it  is  clear  they  do  not  permit  a 
settlement  to  be  gained  by  the  renting  of  a  dwelling- 
house,  no  part  of  which  is  occupied  by  the  person 
hiring.    The  party  must  rent  at  lOi,  and  occupy,  a 

(a)  4B.iA(L  70S.     And  lee  Rex  t.  Gotforih,  ant^  p.  226. 
{b)  9B.iC.  176. 

**  separate 
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**  separate  and  distinct  dwelliog-house/'  or  a  separate  1884. 

and  distinct  building,  (which  clearly  means  something  — ^ 

di£&rent  from  a  dwelling*house)»  or  land,  or  a  dwelling*  agmntt 

house  and  building,  dwelling-house  and  land,  or  build-  anu  of 


ing  and  land.  It  is  no  where  said  that  he  may  become 
settled  by  occupying  a  dwelling-house  and  holding 
another  dwelling-house ;  and  **  a  separate  and  distinct 
dwelling-house"  cannot  be  construed  to  mean  two, 
chough  under  the  same  roof.  This  appears  to  have 
been  the  opinion  of  Taunton  J.,  in  Bex  v.  Macclesfield  (a)* 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  You  say  that  if  a  man  held  forty 
dwelling«>houses  in  the  parish,  at  9L  a  year  each,  and 
only  occupied  *one,  he  would  not  gain  a  settlement] 
That  is  so*  [Patteson  J.  It  would  be  so  under  1  W.  4. 
c.  18.]  The  first  section  of  that  act  declares  the  law 
upon  the  point.  {Taunton  J*  That  section  is  not  de* 
ciaratory*  There  are  no  words  to  give  it  such  an 
effect  (&}•  Patteson  3.  Your  argument  would  go  the 
length  of  shewing  that,  even  if  the  party  rented  and 
occupied  two  houses,  at  rents  together  amounting  to 
KM.,  he  would  not  gain  a  settlement]  He  would  not, 
if  he  did  not  dwell  in  a  house  of  10/«  a  year  rent  In 
Rex  y.  Macdeffield^  the  attention  of  the  Court  was 
not  sufficiently  called  to  the  effect  of  the  words  *<  dwell'* 
iog-house"  and  '^building,"  as  used  in  contradistinction. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  That  case  is  very  like  the  present.] 
There  the  premises  were  all  held  at  an  entire  rent; 
one  garret  extended  over  the  whole  upper  part,  and 
the  portion   said  not  to  have  been  occupied  by  the 

(a)  2B.i  Ad.  873. 

(6)  The  feoond  section  is  retrospective  and  declaratory :  Rex  t.  Dut»* 
leyt  SB,  i  Ad,  465. :  the  first  it  prospective  only  :  Rex  t.  Rutkmf  5  B* 
i  Ad,  215. 

Q  4  pauper 
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<|094^• 


The  Km* 


Tha  Inhabit- 
Irnu 


pauper  was  not  strictly  underlet;  it  only  appears  that 
the  pauper  put  up  a  bed  in  it,  and  the  persons  who 
slept  there  paid  him  a  certain  sum  per  week* 

Lord  Denhan  C.  J.  It  is  obvious  that  in  this  act 
the  legislature  had  something  in  view  which  it  is  very 
doubtful  if  they  have  effected.  We  will  take  time  to 
look  into  the  statutes. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 


On  a  subsequent  day  in  the  same  term, 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  said :  In  Bex  y.-Jver^  we  are  of 
opinion,  on  reference  to  the  statutes,  that  the  renting  of 
the  two  houses  did  confer  a  settlement  under  6  G.  4. 
€•  61*   The  order  of  sessions  will  therefore  be  confirmed. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 


Stttttrday, 
May  3d. 


The  King  against  The  Inhabitants  of 

WOOTTON. 


A  Mttlement 
was  gained 
nnder  6  0*4, 
c.  57.  by  rent- 
ing, under  dis- 
tinct hiringfl,  of 
the  aame  owner, 
for  the  ume 
yetr,  two  dwelU 
ing-hoatei»(one 
of  which  the 
tenant  under- 
let, and  ncrer 
tierM>nally  oc- 
cupied,) at  the 
rente  of  8L  and 
51,  a  year,  in 
difTerent  parts 
of  aparisiu 


/^N  appeal  against  an  order  removing  Bobert  Hall 
and  his  family  from  the  parish  of  Wootlon^  in  Ox^ 
fordAire^  to  the  parish  of  &•  Mary  in  WaUingfcrd^ 
BerhJiire^  the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case:  — 

The  pauper,  Bobert  Hallj  being  legally  settled  in  the 
parish  of  Si.  Man/j  about  the  year  IdOO  became  tenant 
of  a  cottage  in  the  parish  of  Wootlon,  at  the  yearly  rent 
of  8/.,  and  resided  in  it,  with  his  wife  and  family,  until 
Fehniary  1832.  In  April  1827,  a  son^in-Iaw  of  the 
^  pauper 
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pauper  Robert  Hall  applied  to  HaWs  landlord,  Mr.        18S4. 
Harris^  and  wished  to  become  his  tenant  of  another      -.    .. 
of  his  cottages  in  a  different  part  of  the  parish  of  Woo^    Th^i'Shi 
Urn:    Harris  declined   taking  the    son-in-law  as  his        •ptief 
tenant,  but  agreed  to  let  the  cottage  to  the  pauper  at 
SL  a  year.     The  pauper  never  occupied  this  last-men- . 
tioned  cottage ;  but  on  tlie  same  day  he  let  it  at  the 
same  rent  to  his  son-in-law,  who  immediately  took  pos* 
session  of  it,  and  resided  in  it  for  about  three  years  and 
a  half,  when  he  quitted  it,  and  the  possession  thereof 
was  forthwith  given  to  and  accepted  by  Mr.  Harris* 
The  rent  for  the  cottage  occupied  by  the  son-in-law 
was  paid  by  him  to  the  pauper,  who  paid  the  rent  for 
both  the  cottages  to  Mr.  Harris;  and  Harris  gave  a 
receipt  for  the  same,  amounting  to  15/*,  stating  that 
such  sum  was  paid  by  the  pauper  for  one  year's  rent  of 
the  two  cottages. 

Sir  James  Scarlett  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions. 
The  settlement  in  Woatton  was  acquired  before  the 
passing  of  1  W.  4.  c.  18.,  which,  in  s.  1.,  after  reciting 
the  second  section  of  6  G.  4.  c.  57.,  enacts,  **  that  from 
and  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  no  person  shall  acquire 
a  settlement  in  any  parish  by  or  by  reason  of  such 
yearly  hiring  of  a  dwelling-house  or  building,  or  of 
land,  or  of  both,  as  in  the  said  act  expressed,  unless 
such  house  or  building,  or  land,  shall  be  actually 
eccupied{a)  under  such  yearly  hiring  in  the  same 
parish,  by  the  person  hiring  the  same^  for  the  term  of  one 
whole  year,  at  the  least."  Several  cases  shew  that» 
before  the  passing  of  that  act,  it  was  not  necessary 

(«)  See  ner  ▼.  St,  Nicholas  Rochester,  53,^  Ad,  819. 

that 
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1834.        that  the  whole  of  the  premises  hired  should  be  actually 

occupied  by  the  person  fairing;  and  the  first  section 
Toe  Knra 
agaiHst        of  the  act  is  not  retrospective.     Rex  v.  Jver{a)f  decided 

The  Inhabit*     .      ,         __.  ^  .    . 

Dts  of        in  last  Htlary  term,  on  the  statute  6  G.  4.  c.  61.^  is  m 
point 

Ox^fer  contnL  It  certainly  is  established  by  Bex  ▼« 
Ruthin  {b\  that  I  W.^.  c.lS.  s.l.  \s  prospective  only  s 
the  present  case  therefore  turns  on  6  6. 4.  c.  57.  s.  2* 
It  may  be  a  question  whether  the  cases  have  conclu- 
sively decided  that  underletting  part  of  the  premises 
hured  will  not  prevent  the  gaining  of  a  settlement,  where 
the  party  hiring  never  personally  occupied  the  premises 
underlet,  but  merely  took  them  and  put  in  another 
tenant.  But,  assuming  that  to  be  decided,  the  present 
case  is  distinguishable  from  Rex  v.  Ix>er{a)  on  this 
ground,  that  the  two  houses,  here,  are  separate  and  dis- 
tinct from  each  other,  and  in  different  parts  of  the  parish, 
whereas,  in  Rex  v.  /ivr,  the  two  houses  were  adjoining 
each  other,  had  one  continuous  roof,  and  stood  together 
apart  from  other  houses,  so  as  to  form  one  separate  and 
distinct  building.  The  question  therefore  arises,  whe« 
ther  the  words  in  the  statute,  "  unless  such  tenement 
shall  consist  of  a  separate  and  distinct  dwelling-house 
or  building,  or  of  land,  or  of  both,"  apply  to  two  dwell- 
ing-houses rented  in  different  parts  of  a  parish.  No 
case  has  gone  so  far.  [^Littledale  J»  Suppose  the  per- 
son lived  part  of  the  week  in  one  house  and  part  in  the 
other.]  No  settlement  would  be  gained.  Two  dwell- 
ing-houses do  not  answer  to  the  words  of  tlie  stotute. 
In  Rex  V.  Macclesfield  (c),  the  Court  relied  upon  the 


(a)  Antd,  p.  228.  (6)  S  Ji,  ^  Ad,  215. 

(r)  2  P.  i  Ad.  870. 


premises 
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premises   forming  one  distinct  building.    In  Ear  v.        1834. 
Tadcaster  {a)t  it  was  held  that  a  house  and  building       — — 

The  Kma 

might  be  joined  to  give  a  settlement ;  but  the  distinction        agmntt 

between  that  case  and  the  present  appears  from  the        bum  of 

reason  there  given  by  Parke  J.,  namely,  that  if  these 

could  not  be  joined,  the  renting  of  a  dwelling-house 

which  had  any  building,  even  a  pig-stye,   connected 

with  it,  must  fail  to  confer  a  settlement,  if  both  were 

held  at  an  entire  rent,  though  of  iOOL    LdUledtde  3. 

says  in  that  case,  that  a  tenement,  within  the  meaning 

of  the  statute,  may  consist  of  several  parts  not  contigu- 

ous  to  one  another;  and  this  is  not  disputed;    but 

«  a  dwelling-house"  cannot  be  held  to  consist  of  several 

dwelling-houses.    In  all  the  judgments  delivered  in  Bex 

V.  Tadcaster{a\   **  dwelling-house"   and    "  building" 

are  treated  as  distinct  things. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  {b).  I  think  that  in  this  case  a  settle^ 
meat  was  gained.  It  is  nearly  the  same  in  its  circum* 
stances  as  Bex  v.  Iver  (c) ;  but^  independently  of  that 
decision,  I  think  the  sense  of  the  words  in  question  ia 
not  confined  to  a  single  dwelling-'house.  The  tenement^ 
by  renting  which  a  settlement  may  be  gained,  is  de^ 
scribed  in  nearly  the  same  words  in  the  three  statutes^ 
59  G.3.  C.50.,  6  G.4.C.57.,  and  IW.^.  c.  18.;  and  I  take 
the  meaning  to  have  been,  that  the  tenement  should 
coBsist  of  something  in  the  nature  of  land ;  not,  for 
instance,  tithes;  but  something  capable  of  a  regular 
occupation.  If  such  a  case  as  this  be  not  included,  the 
language  of  the  act,  so  far,  fails  to  operate  according  to 

(a)  AB.^Ad.1^. 

(5)  Lord  Dtnman  C.  Ji  was  sttending  Ui€  Prify  Council. 

(tf)  Ante,  p.  228. 

the 
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ISS^'.       the  intention.     Looking  at  the  words,  *<  a  separate  and 
'  distinct  dwellinir-house  or  building,  or  land,  or  both," 

The  KiKO  ° 

against        I  think  it  makes  no  difference  whether  two  or  more  of 

The  lohabiU       -  *         .     •  ^  i       t    i  i  ... 

Mte  of  these  descnptions  of  tenement  be  held,  or  one  distinct 
and  separate  one  of  either  kind.  All  that  is  recjuisite 
is,  that  the  tenement  in  respect  of  which  a  settlement  is 
claimed  shall  be  either  one  or  another  of  those  three^  or 
several  of  any.  The  meaning  of  the  word  tenement  has 
been  narrowed  by  these  acts,  but  not  to  the  extent  con^ 
tended  for. 

Patteson  J.  Rex  v.  Macdesfield  {a)  does  tiot  go  so 
far  as  this  case;  the  decision,  if  it  had  gone  to  that 
extent,  would  have  been  extrajudicial.  But  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  renting  here  also  was  within  the  act. 
I  have  always  thought  that  the  words  ^'  a  separate  and 
distinct  dwelling-house  or  building, "  in  these  statutes^ 
meant,  separate  and  distinct  as  to  any  other  person: 
that  the  tenant  should  not  hold  part  of  a  house.  But 
the  renting,  to  give  a  settlement,  may  be  of  more  than 
**  a  dwelling-house  or  building,  or  land,  or  both,"  in 
the  limited  sense  contended  for. 

Williams  J.  The  act  59  G.  3.  c*  50.  was  intro- 
duced to  avoid  those  perplexing  discussions  which  had 
arisen  as  to  the  kinds  of  tenement  which  had,  before 
that  time,  been  held  tO/  confer  a  settlement,  add  which, 
being  sometimes  made,  up  of  small  items,  as,  for  in- 
stance, a  cow-tenement  and  potato  Iand(£)  were  very 
litigious  and  vexatious.  That  statute,  therefore,  was 
introduced,  confining  the  description  of  the  tenement 

(a)  2  ir.  i-  Ad,  870.         (6)  See  Re*  v.  Benneworth,  2B.iC.  775. 

id 
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in  question  to  land,  and  houses  and  buildings.    But  183i. 

then  it  became  necessary  to  provide  against  the  joining  t^^Tkimq 

together  portions  of  different  houses  to  make  up  a  m.  "^'J*!-  • 

tenement,  which  would  still  have  left  irreat  room  for  ants  of 

^  Tirnniiianii 

ttOOROK* 

dispute ;  and  therefore  it  was  enacted  in  59  G.  3.  c.  50. 
(and  the  enactment  was  contbued  in  the  subsequent 
statutes),  that  the  dwelling-house  or  building  must  be 
separate  and  distinct:  and  I  agree  that  if  they  be  not 
sO|  a  settlement  cannot  be  gained.  But  the  meaning  of 
the  l^slature  in  using  the  words  "  a  separate  and  dis- 
tinct dwelling-house  and  building,"  no  doubt  was,  that 
there  should  be  entire  holdings,  and  that  settlements 
should  not  be  gained  by  a  split  or  subdivided  tenement. 
In  this  case  two  things  were  held  by  the  tenant,  both  of 
which  are  within  the  express  language  of  the  act :  he 
therefore  gained  a  settlement 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 
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Saturday^ 
lia^  3d. 


The  King  against  The  Inhabitants  of 
Newtown. 


Ftoper  agreed    C\tf  appeal  against  an  order  removing  John  Skmley 
and  his  &mily  from  the  parish  of  Nemtcnmij  MarU* 
gamen/shire,  to  the  parish  of  Berrien  in  the  same  oomityy 
the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
this  GMirt  upon  the  following  case:  — 

The  pauper  acquired  a  settlement  in  Berriea  as  a 
servant  in  husbandry.  Immediately  on  leaving  such 
service^  when  he  was  twenty-one  years  old,  and  un- 
married, and  without  child  or  children,  he  agreed  by 
parol  with  John  Williams^  a  master  flannel  manuGu^rer 
same  Smnner*  ***  Newiotonj  for  three  years  to  learn  the  art  of  weaving 
RT^brcoMeoL  ^*'^'**'^  ^^^  ^^  ^®  he  paid  by  his  said  master  one  half 
of  what  he  could  get,  and  to  find  himself  meat,  drink, 
dothes,  washing,  and  lodgings  and  the  master  was  to 
have  the  other  half  for  teaching  him  the  art  of  weav- 
ing. The  pauper  thereupon  went  and  remained  in  the 
said  John  Williams*s  employ  six  weeks,  and  during  that 
time  wove  for  him  two  pieces  of  flannel.  The  pauper 
then  left  «7.  fV.  by  consent,  and  the  said  pauper  there- 


to IT.,  ft  flannel 
maottfacturer, 
for  throe  yeargf 
to  learn  flannei 
weaTing,  and 
waitobepald 
half  hu  eam- 
ingi  and  find 
himielf  nccea- 
aariei,  and  the 
natter  to  have 
Che  other  half 
for  teaching 
him  the  art. 
Pauper  went 
into  ir.'sen»- 


•nd  went  to 
J?.,  another 
flannel  manu- 
factarer,  told 
him  of  his 
former  em- 
ployment  with 
ly,,  and  re- 
quested E,  to 
take  him  on 
the  lame 
term  a;  but  f. 
toid  him  that 

one  year  would  upou  applied  to  James  EvanSf  another  master  flannel 

be  long 

enough,  if  he  manufiicturer  in  Newtaam^  to  take  him  on  the  same 
boy.    They       terms  9&  J,  W.  had,  and  informed  him  of  hb  having 

had  also  some 

oonTenatlon  as  to  what  pauper  had  learnt  with  JT.  The  seasiooa  further  stated,  <'  that 
the  pauper  agreed  to  eo  to  ^  for  twelve  months  to  learn  weaving,  and  E*  agreed  to  take 
him,  aud  teach  it,  and  give  him  half  his  earnings  ;**  and  that  the  pauper  went  to  JS.,  and 
worked  widi  him  for  tlM  year,  on  the  former  terms ;  they  alto  found  that  the  pauper  could 
not  leave  or  be  turned  away  during  the  twelve  months;  and  they  decided,  subject  to  a  case, 
that  the  pauper  thereby  gained  a  settlement : 

Held,  (notwithstanding  the  conclusion  drawn  by  the  seaaons  |m  to  the  power  of  leaving 
or  of  turning  away,}  that  the  object  of  the  pauper's  engagement  with  E.  waa  learning,  not 
service,  and,  therefore,  that  it  waa  an  imperfect  contract  of  apprenticeship. 

lef 
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left  J.  W.^  and  what  the  contract  with  him  was»  and        1884. 

how  he  had  been  employed  by  him,  and  particularly 

Tb«  Kiwa 

that  he  had  been  employed  by  him  to  make  slays,  and        offonu 
could  throw  the  shuttle,  but  had  had  bad  slays  (a)  to        «ni»or 
work  with:   to  which  jBdow  said  that  the  pauper's 
having  had  bad  slays  to  weave  with  would  improve  him, 
and  as  to  throwing  the  shuttle  it  was  no  more  than  a 
tailor  threading  his  needle;  that  he  would  take  him  on 
the  same  terms  he  had  been  with  J.  W.y  but  for  twelve 
months  only,  adding  that  twelve  months  would  be  long 
enough  if  he  was  a  good  boy.     The  pauper  agreed 
to  go  to  Evans  for  twelve  months  to  leam  the  art  of 
weaving^  and  the  said  Evam  engaged  to  take  him  and 
to  teach  him  the  art  of  weaving^  and  to  give  him  half  of 
his  earnings.    The  pauper  went  to  Evans  on  the  follow^ 
ing  day,  and  continued  to  weave  flannels  in  his  master's 
room,  from  hb  master's  materials,  and  with  his  loom,  to 
the  end  of  the  year,  on  the  terms  originally  agreed  upon. 
The  pauper  could  not  leave  nor  be  turned  away  during 
the  twelve  months^  and  was  paid  by  his  master  one  half 
of  what  he  earned,  and  his  master  kept  the  other  half 
for  teaching  him  the  trade.     He  found  himself  meat, 
drink,  clothes,  washing,  and  lodging,  and  lodged  during 
the  above  time  with  his  mother  in  the  parish  of  Nrm^' 
town.    After  his  time  was  up  with  Evans  he  began  to 
weave  by  the  piece;  then  he  had  all  he  got,  like  other 
workmen. 

J.  H.  liqyd  and  Cabling  in  support  of  the  order  of 
sessions.    This  was  a  contract  of  hiring  and  service, 

(n)  Slay,  or  iley ,  a  weaver's  reed.    See  JohnaorCs  Dictionary  by  Todd*  — 
TfMft  pari  of  a  kxmi  which  atrikca  up  the  work.     yith*t  Dictionary* 

and 
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1834.  and  not  an  imperfect  contract  of  apprenticeship.  The 
sessions  have,  in  eflfect,  found  so,  by  stating  that  the 
aganut  ^  pauper  could  not  leave  or  be  turned  away  during  the 
ants  of  twelve  months.  [Lord  Dentnan  C.  J.  They  have 
stated  fects,  and  perhaps  assumed  that  as  a  consequence 
of  them,  which  does  not  follow.]  If  there  is  a  doubt  as 
to  that,  the  case  should  go  back  to  be  re-stated.  [Zi//fe- 
dale  J.  They  state  that  the  pauper  agreed  to  go  to 
Evans  to  learn  weaving,  and  that  he  engaged  to  teach 
it  That  may  be  the  substance  of  what  passed  between 
the  parties.  The  sessions  are  not  obliged  to  set  down 
the  very  words ;  it  is  more  regular  to  state  the  effect  (a).] 
Rex  V.  Crediton  {b)  was  a  different  case  fix>m  this ;  there 
the  sessions  had  found  that  the  contract  was  for  appren- 
ticeship, and  the  Court  acquiesced  in  their  finding. 
If  the  sessions  may  decide  as  to  the  effect  of  the  con- 
tract, they  may  say  what  relation  it  created  between 
the  parties.  Here  they  have  stated  that  the  parties  had 
a  certain  intention  in  entering  upon  the  engagement; 
but  the  conclusion  they  have  afterwards  drawn  from  the 
facts,  as  to  the  relative  rights  of  die  parties  under  the 
contract,  is  inconsistent  with  that,  and  is  now  said  to  be 
erroneous.  If  their  finding  on  the  latter  point  is 
not  conclusive,  the  case  ought  to  be  sent  back,  in 
order  that  they  may  state  whether  the  relation  of 
master  and  servant  was  created  here  or  not.  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  They  must  have  wanted  our  direction 
on  that  intermediate  fact,  or  they  would  not  have 
sent  the  case.]  The  question  is,  whether  this  Court 
will  confirm  the  judgment  of  the   sessions,   or  dis- 

(a)  See  Bex  t.  Shcbbear,  1  Eati,  73.  (6)  2  B,  ^  Ad.  493. 

turb 
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turb  it  upon  their  imperfect  finding.    Bex  v.  Ecde^        1834. 
ton  la\  where  the  contract  was  held  to  be  for  hirine  and     ^ 
service,  is  nearly  the  same  as  the  present  case,  and        oginiuii 

Th»  iDbabii- 
neither  is  materially  distinguishable  from  Rex  v.  UUk       aou  of 

BoUm{b).  ILUOedale  J.  Here  the  object  for  which 
the  pauper  agreed  with  Evans  was  to  learn;  in  Rex  v. 
Ecdeston  (a)  the  agreemaat  was  that  the  pauper  should 
server  though  it  is  said  the  master  was  to  teach*  Paite' 
son  J.  There  is  nothing  here  that  shews  an  engage- 
ment (or  serrice,  except  the  finding  of  the  sessions  that 
neither  party  could  rescind  the  contract.  And  the 
modem  cases  shew  that,  if  not  a  contract  to  serve^  it 
was  a  de&Cdve  contract  of  apprenticeship.]  The  infer- 
ence  drawn  by  the  sessions  is  correct  The  master 
agreed  to  pay  the  pauper  for  his  services,  as  well  as  to 
teadi  him,  and  the  services  were  of  value.  The  pauper 
was  to  find  himsdf  necessaries,  which  is  not  usually  the 
case  in  contracts  oS  apprenticeship.  The  contract  was 
only  for  a  year,  and  was  not  even  reduced  to  writing. 

N.  R.  Garke  contra.  Where,  on  the  statement  of  a 
sessions  case^  it  is  doubtful  whether  a  particular  fiict 
existed,  the  finding  of  the  sessions  may  decide  it;  but 
where  the  sessions  state  all  the  &cts,  and  then  draw 
a  conclusion  bom  them,  this  Court  is  not  bound  by 
the  finding.  In  Bex  v.  St.  Margarets^  Kings  Lynn  {c\ 
which  resembled  this  case,  the  Court  held  that  the  con« 
tract  was  an  imperfect  contract  of  apprenticeship^  though 
the  sessions  had  decided  that  the  pauper  gained  a  settle- 
ment by  hiring  and  service.  In  Rex  v.  Edingale  {d), 
this  Court  put  the  same  construction  on  a  like  contract, 

(ft)  S  Eaai,  298.  (b)  Cold.  S67. 

(c)  6B.  i  C.  97.  (d)  10  B.  i  C7.739. 

Vol.  I.  R  assigning 
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1834.  assigning  as  a  reason,  that  the  object  of  the  pard^i. 

.  expressed  at  the  time  of  the  agreement^  was^  that  the 

agfdnti  pauper  should  learn  the  trade.    Rex  t.  Combe  (a)y  there 

The  Inhabit-  .           . 

ants  of  cited,  is  to  a  similar  effect    The  jGm^  here  strongly 
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support  the  same  construction.  In  the  contract  with 
WSUams  the  object  was  learning,  and  that  with  Boons 
was  on  the  same  terms.  All  that  is  stated  of  the 
conyersation  between  Boam  and  the  pauper,  tends 
strongly  to  shew  the  intention.  The  terms  of  the  con* 
tract  being  stated,  this  Court  is  to  judge  of  its  eflfect : 
the  statement  that  the  pauper  could  not  leave  or  be 
sent  away  during  the  year,  is  only  the  suggestion  of  the 
Court  below.  The  doctrine  on  this  subject  has  under* 
gone  some  rariations  from  the  time  of  the  decision  in 
Rex  V.  Little  BoUan  (&) ;  but  the  plain  and  intelligible 
rule  is  that  laid  down  by  Bayley  J.  in  Rex  v.  Edifir 
gale{c\  viz.  '*  That  where  the  substantial  object  of  the 
parties  to  a  contract  is  to  learn,  and  not  to  serve,  the 
contract  should  be  deemed  one  of  apprenticeship,  and' 
not  of  hiring  and  service.^' 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  {d)  There  has  certainly  been  some  uvtr 
dulation  of  opinion  in  the  Court  at  difierent  times  on  this 
subject;  but  I  think  we  are  bound  by  the  last  decision. 
The  present  case  is  like  Rex  v.  Creditan  (e),  but  stronger; 
and  there,  as  in  this  case,  the  pauper  found  his  own 
board  and  lodging.  On  the  facts  of  this  case,  as  found 
by  the  sessions,  I  think  the  contract  was  for  learning, 
and  was  not  a  hiring  for  service.    In  Rex  v.  Ecdeston  {g)^ 

(«)  8  ^.  4*  (7. 88.  (6)  Odd.  367. 

(c)  10  B.  4^  C.  742. 
{d)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  left  the  Court  during  the  argument. 

(e)  2  B.  ^  Ad.  465.  (g)  2  EaU^  299. 

the 


NxifToww* 


IN  THE  Fourth  Yjeae  of  WILLIAM  IV.  Sia 

the  ooDtnu^t  vfus,  generally,  *<  to  serve."    Here,  by  die       18S4. 
ugeeemmtf  the  pauper  was  to  learn  the  art  of  weaving . 
flannel%  and  the  master  was  to  have  half  his  earnings        agpmu 
for  teaching*     The  master's  observation,  that  twelve        ants  of 
months  would  be  long  enough  if  the  pauper  was  a  good 
boy,  strongly  shews  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  have 
been  teaclung  and  learning ;  and  their  language  through- . 
out  has  the  same  tendency.    If  the  master  had  gone^ 
into  a  di£ferent  business,  I  should  doubt  if  he  could  have 
insisted  on  employing  the  pauper  in  it:   I  question, 
whether  he  had  a  right  to  employ  him  in  any  thing  but 
weaving  flannels.    Upon  the  whole,  there  is  nothing, 
here  to  shew  a  hiring  for  the  purpose  of  service^  and  I, 
think  that  an  apprenticeship  was  not  merely  the  primary, 
but  the  only  olgect  of  the  contract. 

Fattbson  J.  I  cannot  distinguish  this  case  from 
Bex  V.  Creditcn  (a),  and,  being  bound  by  that  authority, 
.we  must  decide  accordingly.  I  confess  I  am  also  unable 
to  distinguish  the  case  from  Bex  v.  Burbach  (&),  but  I 
think  that  is  overruled  by  Bex  v.  CredUon{a).  The 
distinction  between  cases  where  the  agreement  is  to 
work,  or  to  serve,  and  where  it  is  to  learn,  seems  to  have 
been  first  distinctly  taken  by  Lord  EUenborough  in  Bex 
V.  Bilboraugh  {c) ;  yet,  in  Bex  v.  Si.  Margarets,  Kin^i 
Lgim  (/Q,  the  boy's  agreement  was  '^  to  serve  for  four 
years,"  and  that  was  held  an  imperfect  contract  of  ap- 
prenticeship. I  cannot  reconcile  the  cases;  but  ever 
since  Bex  v.  BUhorough  (c),  the  current  of  opinion  has 


(a)2B.^Ad.49Z,  {h)  lM.i8.SiO.        (c)  \B.^jm.ll6. 

{d)  6B,  4^  C.  97.  Tlie  tune  words  an  stated  in  Bex  t.  Bdbigale, 
10  B,  jf  C.  739.,  where  the  agreement  was  held  to  be  a  defipctiYe  contnct 
of  anDrentifiefthiD. 


been 
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1834.  been  to  consider  agreements  like  the  presort  as  im- 

^  _  perfect  conlracta  of  apprendcesbip. 

Am  Kiira 


Hm  Inbibil. 

aotsof      ^     WiLUAMs  J.    I  i^rec  ID  the  opinbn  expressed  by 


Nbwtowv* 


Mr*  Justice  Lawrence  in  Bex  v.  Eccledotk  {a\  of  the  im- 
portaDce»  in  these  cases,  of  adhering  to'  what  has  been 
once  expressly  determined.  When  the  Court  begins  to 
decide  tbem  on  nice  and  evaneaeent  distinctions,  infinite 
trouble  is  occasioned.  The  tendency  of  opinion  latteriy 
has  been  to  treat  ^rroements  like  this  as  imperfect  oon« 
tracts  of  apprenticeship ;  and  without  considering  the 
several  instances  in  which  an  inclination  has  been  shewn 
to  depart  from  the  doctrine  laid  down  ia  Bex  y.  IMHe 
BoUcn  (6),  it  is  enough  to  say,  that  I  think  the  presait 
case  is  not  distinguishable  from  Bex  v.  Crediton{c\  and 
ought  to  be  governed  by  it,  . 

Order  of  sessions  quashed  (^f). 

ia)  S  BtUttZOi,  {b)  Cold.  S67.  (c)  2B.iAd.  495. 

(<0  By  4  &  5  9r.  4.  c.  76.«.  64.,  it  is  enacted,  ^  that  from  and  after  the 
pasibg  of  thit  act,  (14tli  €^:Aug9m  1S34)  jm  aetliemBnt  ahaU  (^  aoquirad 
by  litiing  and  tervtoe,  or  1^  reudenee  under  tfae  lame.'*  And  by 'fleet*  65m 
**  90  penon  under  any  contract  of  hbing  and  aenrice  not  completed  at 
the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  act,  shall  acquire,  or  be  deemed  or 
adjudged  to  hare  acquired,  any  settlcneat  by  rsasoa  of  such  hiring  and 
^erviceit  or  of  any  resideooe  under  the  same.** 
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The  King  against  Martin  Nockolds  and  the  Saturday, 
Churchwardens  and  Overseers  of  Wistow.         "^ 

C\^  appeal  to  the  Huntingdon  quarter  sessions  {April  An  incloiure 

^^    _^    ^.    -         -        _^         ^  __.  .  Bct  directed, 

1833)  by  the  Rev.  George  Mtngcn^e,  against  an  that  the  com- 
award  made  by  Martin  Nockolds^  the  commissioner  ap-  by  appointed 
pointed  by  an  act  of  11  G.  4.  c.  5.  (private),  «  for  in-  ^^^^JJ* 
closing  lands  in  the  parish  of'  Wistow,  in  the  county  of  !!!^j^?*?^ 
Huntingdon,  and  for  extinguishing  the  tithes  of  the  said  annexed  th^o, 
parish ;"  and  on  which  appeal  the  said  Jkf.  N.,  and  the  quanUty  of 

wheat  equal  to 

churchwardens  and  overseers  of  Wistorm  were  the  re-  the  annual 
spondents,  the  sessions  decided  in  favour  of  the  appeal,  tithes  in  the 

parish  of  W,f 
and  should  afterwards  determine  the  value  of  such  wheat  in  money,  and  chaige  and  ap- 
portion the  amount  on  the  lands  and  tenements  in  W^  which  sum  waa  to  be  paid  to  the 
rector  quarterly,  the  first  payment  to  be  on  the  25th  of  March  next  after  the  execution  of 
the  award,  or  such  earlier  -day  as  the  commiationer  by  hb  award  or  by  such  premoug 
wniing  should  appoint ;  and  the  tithes  were  to  cease  from  the  apportionment  of  such  rent, 
or  at  such  other  time  as  the  commissioner  by  any  writing  should  appoint.  The  act  also 
directed,  that  if  any  person  should  think  himself  aggrieved  by  any  thing  done  in  pursuance 
thereof,  he  might  appeal  to  the  sessions  toi'Mvi  four  calendar  months  next  after  the  eauae  of 
complainl  should  June  arisen. 

The  commissioner,  by  writing  dated  3d  October  1832,  fixed  the  com  rent  in  the  pro- 
portions stated  in  a  schedule  which  was  annexed,  and  appointed  the  payments  to  begin 
from  25th  December  then  next,  and  the  tithes  to  cease  from  29th  September  then  last.  His 
award  was  not  made  till  January  1833.  The  rector  appealed  at  the  Easter  sessions,  ApirU 
9th  1833,  on  the  ground  that  his  equivalent  for  the  tithes Vas  assessed  too  low: 

Held,  that  the  previous  writing  of  the  commissioner  was  operative  before  the  making  of 
the  award;  that  the  cause  of  complaint  arose  on  the  execution  of  such  writing,  and,  there- 
forBr  that  the  appeal  was  too  late. 

The  act  directed,  that  all  notices  necessary  to  be  given  by  the  conmiissioner  should  be 
given  by  advertisement  in  a  certain  paper,  and  by  affixing  such  notice  on  the  church  door 
eight  days  before  the  time  for  doing  the  business  to  be  notified.  The  commissioner  on 
executing  the  above  writing,  sent  the  appellant  a  copy  of  the  schedule,  with  notice  of  the 
tithes  having  been  extinguished  and  the  com  rents  assessed,  but  the  schedule  in  no  way 
referred  to  £e  writing.  He  also  published  notices  in  the  newspaper  and  on  the  church 
door,  declaring  that  he  bad  assessed  the  com  rents  by  writing  of  the  3d  of  October,  which 
was  deposited  with  the  clerk  (whose  address  was  given)  in  London  ;  and  these  last-men* 
tioned  notices  further  stated  the  days  when  the  tithei  were  to  cease,  and  on  which  the  rmta 
were  to  be  payable.  It  also  appeared  by  a  correspondence,  that  the  matter  which  formed 
the  ground  of  the  appeal  was  in  fact  known  to  the  appellant  before  the  13th  of  December 
18S2: 

Held,  tliat  supposing  any  notice  to  the  appellant  to  have  been  necessary,  Cand,  temlbU,  it 
was  not,)  he  had,  by  the  communications  above  stated,  sufficient  notice  of  the  cause  of 
complaint  to  have  appealed  witliin  four  months. 

Vol.  I.  S  subject 
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18S4r.        subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  following 


HieKiiro 


case: 


agahut  The  twenty-fifth  section  of  the  act  is  as  follows. 

^'  And  be  it  further  enacted,  that  the  said  commissioner 
shall  and  he  is  hereby  required  within  twelve  months 
after  the  passing  of  this  act,  to  ascertain  and  distinguish 
the  yearly  value  of  all  the  tithes,  and  of  all  moduses, 
compositions,  and  other  payments  ^if  any)  in  lieu  of 
tithes,  which  shall  be  arising,  issuing,  or  renewing  out  of 
and  fix>m  any  of  the  said  lands  in  the  said  parish  of 
Wisiam  hereby  directed  to  be  divided,  allotted,  and  in- 
closed, and  out  of  and  from  all  and  every  the  gardens, 
orchards,  and  other  ancient  and  inclosed  lands  and 
grounds  in  the  said  parish,  and  due  and  payable  to  the 
said  rector ;  and  in  making  such  valuation,  the  tithes  of 
all  SDch  lands  and  grounds  hereby  directed  to  be  divided, 
&c,  and  of  all  the  ancient  and  inclosed  lands  and  grounds, 
(except  the  inclosed  fen  lands  and  grounds),  as  shall  be 
arable,  shall  be  deemed  equal  in  value  to  one  fifth  part 
of  the  annual  net  value  of  the  said  lands  and  grounds ; 
and  the  tithes  of  all  such  inclosed  fen  lands  and  grounds 
shall  be  deemed  equal  in  value  to  one  seventh  part,  &c.; 
and  the  tithes  of  all  other  lands  and  grounds  in  the  said 
parish  shall  be  deemed  equal  in  value  to  one  eighth 
part,  &c.  c^tcr  deducting  the  lands  or  grounds  set  out  for 
roads^  and  the  allotments  hereinbefore  directed  to  be  set 
out  for  the  purposes  of  getting  stone,  chalk,  gravel,  and 
other  materials :  And  the  said  commissioner  shall,  and 
he  is  hereby  required,  in  the  next  place^  by  and  from 
the  London  Gazette,  or  by  such  other  means  as  he  shall 
think  proper,  to  ascertain  what  has  been  the  average 
price  of  a  bushel  (imperial  measure)  of  good  market- 
able wheat,  in  the  county  of  Huntingdon,  for  seven 

years 


IN  THE  Fourth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  247 

years  next  before  the  passing  of  this  act,  and  shall,  in        18S4. 

and  by  his  award,  cr  by  some  preoious  writing  under  his 

The  Kivo 
handf  and  to  be  annexed  thereto^  ascertain  and  distinctly        ogahut 

set  forth  what  quantity,  and  how  many  bushels  of  such 
wheat  will,  in  his  judgment,  be  equal  to  the  annual 
value  of  the  said  tithes;  and  after  such  valuation  and 
ascertainment,  the  said  commissioner  shall  and  he  is 
hereby  required  to  determine  what  sum  of  money  will 
be  equivalent  to  the  value  of  the  quantity  of  wheat  so 
ascertained;  and  such  sum  of  money  shall  be  charged 
and  apportioned  by  the  said  commissioner  upon  such 
lands  and  tenements  of  each  and  every  proprietor,  and 
in  such  manner  as  the  said  commissioner  shall  think 
just ;  and  such  sum  of  money,  when  so  apportioned  and 
charged,  shall  be  issuing  out  of  the  lands  and  tenements 
which  shall  be  charged  therewith  by  the  said  commis- 
sioner, and  shall  be  paid  and  payable  by  the  person  or 
persons  who,  for  the  time  being,  shall  be  in  the  occu- 
pation of  such  lands  and  tenements,  to  the  said  rector 
and  his  successors  for  ever,  (unless  the  same  shall  be 
altered  by  the  ways  and  means  hereinafter  mentioned 
and  provided,)  by  four  equal  quarterly  payments,  that 
is  to  say,  on,  &c.  the  first  payment  whereof  shall  be 
made  on  the  25th  day  of  March  next  after  the  execution 
of  the  said  award,  or  such  earlier  quarterly  day  of  pay- 
ment as  the  said  commissioner  shall  by  such  award,  or 
by  such  previous  writing  under  his  hand  as  aforesaid, 
direct  or  appoint."  The  section  further  stated,  ^*  that 
the  said  rent  should  be  in  lieu  and  full  discharge  of  all 
tithes,  moduses,  &c.  in  IVistaWy  and  that  from  and  after 
the  apportionment  of  the  said  rent  as  before  provided, 
or  at  such  other  times  as  the  said  commissioner  h/  any 
writing  tinder  his  hand  should  fix  and  appoint,  all  tithes, 

S  2  moduses, 


NOCXOLDS. 
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1834.        mod  uses,  &c.  within  the  said  parish  of  Wistcfw  should 

— — "       cea&e  and  be  for  ever  extinguished.'' 
^offdnu  The  commissioner,  under  the  authority  of  this  clause^ 

by  writing  under  his  hand  and  seal,  dated  the  Sd  of 
October  1832,  ascertained  and  set  forth  the  quantity  of 
wheat  equal  to  the  annual  value  of  the  tithes,  and  the 
sum  of  money  equal  to  the  quantity  of  such  wheat,  and 
thereby  charged  and  apportioned  such  sum  of  money 
upon  the  lands  and  tenements  of  each  and  every  pro- 
prietor, in  the  proportions  set  forth  in  the  schedule  to 
such  writing;  and  the  commissioner,  by  such  writing, 
directed  the  first  quarterly  payment  of  such  sums  of 
money  or  rent  to  be  made  on  the  25th  of  December  then 
next,  and  fixed  and  appointed  that  all  tithes  within  the 
said  parish  had  ceased  and  determined,  and  were  for 
ever  extinguished,  at  and  from  the  29th  day  of  September 
then  last.  A  copy  of  the  schedule  to  this  writing  was 
sent  to  the  appellant,  with  notice  of  the  tithes  having 
been  extinguished,  and  the  corn  rents  in  lieu  thereof 
having  been  charged  and  fixed,  which  copy  it  appeared 
had  been  received  by  the  appellant  early  in  October 
1832;  but  siich  copy  of  the  schedule  did  not  in  any 
manner  refer  to  the  aforesaid  writing  respecting  the  ex- 
tinguishment of  the  tithes,  nor  did  it  mention  or  notice 
the  extinguishment  of  such  tithes  in  any  manner,  but  it 
was  merely  a  copy  of  the  schedule  of  the  several  allot- 
ments, old  inclosures,  homesteads,  gardens,  &c.  in 
WistoWf  the  yearly  com  rents  or  sums  charged  thereon, 
and  the  quantity  and  number  of  bushels  of  wheat  equal 
to  the  annual  value  of  the  tithes  thereof  respectively.  A 
notice  signed  by  the  commissioner  declaratory  of  the 
tithes  having  been  extinguished,  and  the  corn  rents  fixed 
and  charged  in  lieu  thereof,  was  fixed  to  the  church 

door 
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door  of  Wtsiaao  about  the  13th  of  October  1832,  and        1834. 
advertised  in  the  Huntingdon  Gazette  on  the  6th  of  that      __    ^ 

Tim  Kixa 

month  (a),  the  above  act  having  directed,  (sect  9.)»  agmnu 
^*  That  all  notices  necessary  to  be  given  by  the  com- 
missioner shall  be  given  by  advertisement  in  the  JZbi- 
tingdon  Gazette^  or  in  some  jiewspaper  published  within 
the  said  county  of  Huntingdon^  or  in  the  town  of  Cam- 
bridge,  apd  by  affixion  to  some  principal  door  of  the 
church  of  the  parish  of  JVistow  aforesaid,  eight  days 
at  least  before  the  period  for  doing  the  business  to 
which  such  notice  shall  relate."  (6)     The  allotments 

(a)  lliae  nocioei  (which  were  not  set  out  in  the  case)  were  as  follows:  — 
''  Wuiow  inclosure.  I,  Martin  NodMds,  the  commisiioner  ap^Miinted 
in  and  by  an  act  of  parliament  made  and  passed,  &c.  (11  (7.  4.),  intituled, 
&C.  do  hereby  give  notice^  that  I  have,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  act*  aa- 
oertained  the  quantity  of  wheat  in  my  judgment  equal  to  the  value  of  the 
tithes  heretofore  arising,  issuing,  or  renewing  out  of  all  and  every  the 
lands  and  grounds  in  the  sud  parish  of  W;  and  due  to  the  rector  thereof; 
and  have  also  detcnnined  what  sum  of  money  u  equivalent  to  such  quan- 
tity of  wheat;  and  that  I  have  also^  pumiant  to  the  said  act,  by  writing 
under  my  hand  and  seal,  bearing  date  the  Sd  day  of  October  instant, 
charged  and  apportioned  sudi  sum  of  money  upon  the  lands  and  tene^ 
Dients  of  each  and  every  proprietor,  in  such  manner  as  I  have  thought 
just  and  equitable,  and  have  set  forth  in  a  schedule  to  such  writing 
annexed,  which  writing  is/or  thepretent  deponted  with  the  clerk,  at  No.  7. 
Great  Jama  Street,  JSetybrd  Bow,  London^  for  the  inspection  of  all  parties 
interested ;  which  sums  of  money  are  to  be  henceforth  paid  to  the  said 
sector  or  his  successors  by  four  equal  quarterly  payments,  on  the  85th 
day  of  Marck,  &c  in  each  year,  and  are  to  be  in  lieu  and  full  satisfiurtion 
and  discharge  of  all  and  all  manner  of  tithes  arising,  issuing,  or  renewing 
oat  of,  and  payable  in  respect  of,  aU  and  every  the  lands  and  grounds  in 
the  said  parish ;  and  that  I  have  by  the  same  writing  directed  the  firrt 
pqrment  of  such  several  sums  to  be  made  on  the  85fh  day  of  December 
next;  and  I  hereby  declare  and  iq^int  that  all  and  all  manirer  of  tithes 
within  the  said  parish  of  7F.,  have  ceased  and  determined  from  the  29th 
day  of  Sqpitember  last,  and  that  they  are  thenceforth  for  ever  extinguished. 
Dated  the  Sd  October  18SS.     Martin  Nockoldt," 

{h)  In  some  insranre*  the  act  expressly  directed  such  notices  to  be 
given ;  but  it  contained  no  direction  as  to  notice,  either  to  the  rector  or 
the  public,  of  the  mattera  specified  in  sect.  25.»  except  as  therein  stated. 

S  3  under 
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18S4.        under  the  said  indosure  had  been  previously  set  out, 
_^  and   possession  thereof  taken  by  the  several  persons 

H»^        entitled, 

NOCKOLDS.  , 

The  commissioner's  award  was  signed  on  the  17th  of 
January  1833.  The  previous  writing  and  schedule  of 
the  3d  of  October  1832  are  annexed  thereto,  but  the 
award  does  not  in  any  manner  refer  to  or  take  notice 
of  the  rector's  tithes  or  com  rent  otherwise  than  by  a 
recital  that  the  previous  writing  and  schedule  were 
signed  on  the  3d  of  October  then  last,  and  are  annexed 
to  the  award.  Notice  of  appeal  was  given  on  the  22d 
of  March  1833,  for  the  then  next  quarter  sessions,  which 
were  held  on  the  9th  of  ApriL 

The  sixtieth  section  of  the  act  provides,  "  That  if 
any  person  shall  think  himself  aggrieved  by  any  thing 
done  in  pursuance  of  this  act,  except  in  cases  where  the 
orders,  acts,  or  determinations  of  the  said  commissioner 
are  declared  to  be  final  and  conclusive,  and  except  also 
in  cases  where  an  issue  at  law  may  be  tried  as  in  the  act 
is  mentioned,  such  person  may  appeal  to  any  general  or 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  which  shall  be  held  for  the 
county  of  Huntingdon^  within  four  calendar  months  next 
after  the  cause  of  complaint  shall  have  arisen,  giving  to 
the  said  commissioner  and  to  the  parties  concerned 
notice  in  writing  of  such  appeal  and  of  the  matter 
thereof,  ten  days  at  least  before  such  sessions." 

The  case  set  fortli  a  letter,  bearing  date  13th  of 
December  1832,  written  by  the  commissioner  to  Mr. 
Giraudf  the  appellant's  solicitor,  who  had  applied  to 
him  to  state  in  his  award  that  he  had  deducted  the 
poor's  rates  in  making  his  valuation  for  the  corn  rents. 
In  that  letter  the  commissioner  said  that  he  had  no  objec- 
tion to  insert  such  words  in  his  award  as  would  make  it 

clear 
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clear  that  the  corn  rents  were  calculated  as  payable  to        18S4. 
the  rector  free  from  all  parochial  rates,  such  being  the       ^— — 
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principle  on  which  the  schedule  was  drawn;  and  he  fgama 
suggested  that  this  should  be  arranged  with  his,  the 
commissioner's,  solicitors.  The  statonent,  however, 
was  not  inserted,  though  a  similar  application  to  the 
above  was  made  by  the  appellant  when  the  award  was 
executed ;  and  the  appellant's  complaint  was,  that  the 
award  did  not  shew  that  die  commissioner,  in  taking 
the  value  of  the  lands,  had  deducted  the  amount  of 
pooT^s  rate,  nor,  on  the  oth»  hand,  did  it  direct  that 
die  com  rent  should  be  payable  free  from  such  rate. 

If  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  appeal 
was  entered  in  due  time,  and  also  that  the  commis- 
sioner had  improperly  valued  and  ascertained  the  said 
com  rent,  then  the  judgment  of  the  sessions  was  to  be 
affirmed,  otherwise  to  be  quashed.  The  case  was  now 
argued  by 

Kelly  and  Gunning  in  support  of  the  order.  (The 
arguments  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  valuation  and 
Award  are  omitted,  no  judgment  having  been  given  on 
that  point)  This  is,  in  terms,  an  appeal  against  the 
award;  and  it  was  in  time^  being  entered  within  four 
months  afier  the  award  was  executed.  It  was  not  neces- 
sary to  appeal  within  four  months  from  the  making  of 
the  writing  and  schedule  mentioned  in  the  case:  the 
cause  of  complaint  arose  when  the  commissioner's  de- 
cision was  rendered  complete  by  the  award ;  not  before. 
Many  things  which  are  necessary  to  perfect  the  final 
estimate,  can  only  be  settled  by  the  award.  For  ex- 
ample^ the  tithes  of  certain  lands  are  to  be  deemed 
equal  in  value  to  one  fifth,  one  seventh,  and  one  eighth 
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1884.  of  the  annual  net  value  of  such  lands,  <'  after  deducting 
the  lands  or  grounds  set  out  for  roads,''  and  the  allot- 
ments to  be  set  out  for  getting  materials.  These  deduc* 
tions  cannot  be  conclusively  ascertained  till  the  award 
is  made.  The  roads  cannot  be  finally  set  out  till  the 
award  is  made;  and  if  that  is  appealed  against  with 
success,  all  the  deductions,  and  the  valuations  depend* 
ing  on  them,  must  be  disturbed :  consequently  an  appeal 
against  these,  before  the  award  was  made,  would  very 
probably  be  useless.  The  equivalent  for  the  tithes,  in 
corn,  is  to  be  fixed  by  the  award,  or  by  some  previous 
writing,  but  which  is  '*  to  be  annexed  thereto.''  The 
days  for  payment  of  the  com  rent  are  to  commence 
with  the  25th  of  March  next  after  the  execution  of  the 
award,  or  such  earlier  day  as  the  commissioner  shall, 
by  his  award,  or  such  previous  writing  (which  is  to  be 
annexed  thereto)  appoint  The  case  shews  that  the 
commissioner  himself  did  not  consider  the  matter  finally 
determined  till  the  execution  of  the  award.  The  previous 
writing,  with  its  schedule,  could  have  no  legal  validity, 
till  annexed  to  the  award.  It  might  be  contended  that, 
if  the  time  for  appealing  did  not  date  from  the  award,  it 
dated  fi'om  the  first  day  fixed  for  payment  of  the  corn 
rent,  which  was  the  25th  of  December  1832;  but  it  is  un- 
necessary to  insist  on  this.  The  only  matter  of  which  the 
appellant  had,  or  could  l^ally  have  notice,  was  the  award* 
It  is  true^  a  notice  of  the  schedule  was  given  him,  but 
that  was  superfluous  on  the  part  of  the  commissioner; 
and  the  rector  could  not  app^  against  the  schedule : 
besides,  the  schedule  afibrded  him  no  information  as  to 
the  extinguishment  of  the  tithes ;  it  only  stated  how  the 
com  rents  had  been  i^ortioned.  There  was,  indeed, 
a  general  notice  affixed  on  the  church  door,  and  in- 
serted 
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serted  in  the  newspapers  for  the  inforoiati<A  ^  the  1884. 
occnpiersi  bnt  that  did  not  give  tfie  statements  peces- 
sarjr  to  enable  the  rector  to  appeal,  and  it  referred  t/9 
the  commissioner's  solicitors  in  Lfindwh  where  it  coold 
not  be  expected  that  he  should  go  to  make  enquiry. 
The  only  rq^ular  nodce  he  could  have  of  the  writing 
mentioned  in  the  statute  and  of  its  contents,  was  by  its 
being  annexed  to  the  award. 

Sir  James  Scarlett^  Pfy^  and  CoqpeTf  for  the  com- 
missioner (a).  The  sessions  were  wrong  on  both  points. 
As  to  the  question  of  time^  the  act  from  which  the 
grievance  here  is  to  be  dated  was  the  publication  of 
the  writing  of  the  Sd  of  October  /  and  the  rector  had 
suflBcient  notice  of  that  to  enable  him  to  appeal.  As  to 
the  objection  that  the  notices  on  the  church  door  and 
in  the  newspaper  ought  not  to  have  referred  parties  for 
infonnation  to  the  solicitors  in  London^  the  answer  is, 
thAt  most  of  the  persons  interested  live  within  sixty 
rail^  of  London  t  and  the  pomrobsioner  b  not  furnished 
with  the  means  of  keeping  a  person  on  the  spot  to 
answer  enquiries.  Besides,  if  thiese  notices  were  im- 
proper, they  were  a  thing  done  in  pursuance  of  the  act, 
and  might  have  been  appealed  against  under  sect  60. 
At  all  events,  the  parties  receiving  such  notices  (sup- 
posing that  the  statute  does  not  require  more  particular 
ones  to  be  given)  suffer  no  greater  hardship  than  ivas 
imposed  by  the  general  highway  act,  IS  6. 8.  c.  78. 
s.  19.,  giving  justices  the  power  of  stopping  and  divert- 
ing highways,  which  limited  the  time  for  appeal  by 

(fi)  TomUnmn  was  partly  heard  on  bdialf  of  the  churchwardcDs  and 
overseen,  bot  the  Couit  tiien  intiniated  an  opinion  that  they  wcr  not 
entitled  to  a  hearings  at  least  on  tiie  point  as  to  time. 

persons 
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1884.  persons  aggrieved,  and  yet  did  not  (as  55  G.  8.  c.  68. 
s.  9.  afterwards  did)  prescribe  any  notice  to  be  given  to 
persons  who  might  be  entitled  to  appeal.  It  is  not  dear, 
in  this  case,  that  any  notice  was  necessary;  but  if  it  was, 
the  commissioner  has  strictly  followed  the  act:  he  pub- 
lished notices  in  the  newspaper  and  on  the  church  door, 
and,  besides,  sent  a  copy  of  the  schedule  (which  was  not 
absolutely  necessary)  to  the  rector.  The  award  under 
an  enclosure  act  may  be  several  years  in  the  making: 
in  the  course  of  that  time  many  things  must  be  done  to 
give  effect  to  the  commissioner's  proceedings,  which 
could  not  be  afterwards  disturbed  without  great  incon- 
venience. Evay  assessment  might  be  the  subject  of  an 
appeal  which  would  overthrow  the  whole  award.  The 
general  enclosure  act  (a)  provides  for  the  setting  out  and 
stopping  of  roads  before  the  allotments  are  made:  but 
if  the  right  of  appeal  continues  UU  after  the  award,  all 
these  proceedings  may  be  then  set  aside,  or  the  whole 
award  reversed,  if  any  of  them  be  found  irregular.  The 
convenient  rule,  therefore^  is,  that  the  wridng  mentioned 
in  the  act  should  be  the  ground  of  appeal.  Rex  v.  The 
Justices  of  Gloucestershire  (i)  decides  that  the  right  of 
appeal  under  such  an  act  as  this  arises  when  the  right 
to  tithe  is,  in  &ct,  determined.  The  principle  there 
acted  upon  had  bera  established  in  Uex  v.  The  Justices 
^  Wilts  {c).  By  the  language  of  the  clause  on  which 
this  case  turns  (11  G.  4.  c.  5.  s.  25.),  every  thing  that  is 
to  follow  the  substitution  of  com  rent  for  tithes  is  made 
to  depend  on  the  apportionment  itself,  and  not  on  the 
award.  There  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  previous 
writing  and  schedulei  though  they  were  to  be  annexed 


(a)  41  C.S.  c.  109.  #.  8.  (*)  ^M.^S,  1S7. 

(c)  IS  £aif,  352. 
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to  die  award,  were  to  gain  any  validity  from  it  Thqr 
are  only  joined  to  it  to  be  preserved  as  evidence.  Each 
of  the  documents  may  be  in  the  nature  of  an  award. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  (a)  On  the  merits  of  the  appeal  it  is 
unnecessary  to  say  any  thin^  because  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  notice  of  appeal  was  not  given  in  proper  time. 
The  commissioner  is  directed  to  value  the  tithes  and 
compositions,  to  ascertain  the  prices  of  wheat,  and  *<  in 
and  by  his  award,  or  by  some  previous  writing  under 
his  band,  and  to  be  annexed  thereto,"  to  ascertain  what 
quantity  of  wheat  will  be  equal  to  the  annual  value  of 
such  tithes,  &c. ;  after  which  valuation,  he  is  to  deter- 
mine what  sum  of  money  will  be  equivalent  to  the  value 
of  the  quantity  of  wheat;  and  he  is  to  charge  and  ap- 
portion such  sum  of  money  upon  the  lands  of  every 
proprietor  as  be  shall  think  just ;  which  sum,  when  so 
apportioned,  is  to  be  issuing  out  of  the  lands  so  chaiged, 
and  be  paid  and  payable  to  the  rector.  It  appeacs  ta 
me  that,  by  this  and  the  other  parts  of  the  clause^  the 
apportionment  might  be  considered  as  made  before  die 
execudon  of  the  award.  Such  awards  are  generally 
completed  after  all  the  interlocutory  matter  has  been 
disposed  of;  and  diis  is  right ;  for  if  it  were  not  so^  an 
appeal  subsequendy  made  might  render  it  necessary 
that  the  award  should  be  altered ; — if,  indeed,  the  oom« 
missioners  had  the  power,  which  might  be  a  qneadon. 
I  think  this  a  case  where  the  cause  of  complaint  arose 
before  the  making  of  the  award.  The  *<preidoo8 
writing "  to  be  annexed  to  the  award  is  to  form,  as  it 
were,  a  part  of  it :  the  commissioner,  by  means  of  such 
writing,  exercises  a  sort  of  intermediate  power:  the 

(a)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  had  left  Om  Court. 

writing 
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18S4*       writiiig  is  something  in  the  nature  of  an  award,  by 
""""^       which  the  various  matters  which  form  th^  subject  of  it 
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jigamu  are  from  time  to  time  settled,  till  the  commissioner  at 
last  embodies  the  whole  in  his  great  award.  In  this 
case  it  is  stated  that  the  commissioner,  by  writing  under 
his  hand  and  seal,  ascertained  and  set  out  the  quantity 
of  wheat  equal  in  value  to  the  tithes,  and  the  equivalent 
sum  of  money,  and  by  that  writing  charged  and  appor- 
tioned such  sum  of  money  upon  the  lands  and  tenements 
of  each  proprietor  in  the  proportions  stated  in  a 
schedule;  and  that  he,  by  such  writmg,  fixed  the  times 
at  which  the  payments  should  commence,  and  at  which 
the  tithes  should  be  extinguished.  He  bad,  so.&r, 
done  every  thing  conformably  to  the  act.;  and  it  /seems 
to  me  that  this  is  a  primft  fiicie  case  to  shew  that,  if  the 
appellant  has  any  reason  to  be  dissatisfied,  the  cause  of 
complaint  had  arisen  at  that  time.  But  then  it  is  said 
that  the  appellant  had  not  proper  notice.  I  do  not 
know  that  it  is  necessary  to  discuss  this,  because  the 
things  directed  to  be  done  by  this  act  are  such  as  all 
the  parties  to  it  (of  whom  the  rector  is  one)  must  be 
supposed  cognisant  of,  and  therefore  it  is  not  clear  to 
me  that  any  notice  was  necessary ;  but  at  all  events  I 
think  there  was  suflScient  notice.  It  is  stated  that  the 
commissioner  sent  the  appellant  a  copy  of  the  schedule, 
containing  the  proportions  of  the  assessment,  and  also  a 
notice  that  the  tithes  had  been  extinguished  and  the 
com  rents  in  lieu  of  them  fixed.  Then  the  case  refers 
to  sect  9*  of  the  act,  which  directs  that  all  notices 
necessary  to  be  g^ven  by  the  commissioner  shall  be 
given  by  advertisement  in  a  newspaper,  and  fixed  on 
the  church  door,  eight  days  before  the  period  for  doing 
the  business  to  which  they  relate.  I  doubt  if  that 
applies  to  the  proceedings  now  in  question,  but  if  it 

does. 
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does,  the  case  attates  that  a  declaration  by  the  commis-  1854. 
sioner,  accor^g  to  this  provision  of  the  act,  was  fixed  ^  ^ 
on  (he  church  door  of  WidoWf  and  pubHshdd  in  the  agamst 
Huntingdon  Qazette;  and  that  being  done,  I  do  not 
know  that  it  was  pecessary  for  any  notice  to  be  sent  to 
the  individual  parties  interested.  Then  it  is  said  that 
these  last  notices  do  not  contain  all  the  requisite  in- 
formation, but  refer  to  the  commissioner's  agent  in 
London.  I  think  the  parties  interested,  supposing  them 
entitled  to  notice,  were  not  bound  to  seek  it  from  per* 
sons  in  London;  and  that,  if  none  was  offered  but 
what  was  to  be  obtained  there,  it  would  not  be  suffi- 
cient But  here  a  general  notice  was  given  by  tneans 
of  the  publications  on  the  church  door  and  in  the 
Gazdtte;  and  parties  were  only  told  that  if  they  wbhed 
more  particular  information,  they  might  obtain  it  from 
the  clerk  in  London.  It  was  their  own  business  to  do 
that  if  they  desired  it.  I  think,  then,  that  the  rector 
had  sufficient  notice  given  him  by  the  communication 
sent  to  him  in  private  (although  that  may  not  have  been 
precise  in  its  terms),  and  by  the  declarations  published 
in  compliance  with  the  act ;  and  at  all  events  it  is  clear 
fram  the  correspondence  that  the  appellant,  by  the  18th 
of  December  18S2,  was  sufficiently  apprised  of  the  sub- 
ject of  complaint  to  h^ve  appealed  at  that  time.  The  ^ 
present  appeal,  therefore,  came  too  late. 

Patt£80N  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  sixtieth 
section,  which  gives  an  appeal  <*  except  in  cases  where 
the  orders,  acts,  or  determinations  of  the  said  commis- 
sioner are  declared  to  be  final  and  conclusive^''  or 
where  an  issue  at  law  may  be  tried  (a),  seems,  by  its 

(a)  On  disputed  cUdms  to  anj  of  the  hods  to  be  allotted,  &&  Sect.  14. 

terms. 
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18S4.       termsi  to  relate  to  matters  preceding  the  award.    The 
qaestioii  here  is,  when  the  causA  of  complaint  arose? 

offAiM  The  cause  is,  substantially,  that  too  small  a  sum  has 
been  given  to  the  appellant  in  lieu  of  hb  tithes.  Now 
the  act  directs  that  the  commissioner  shall  by  his  award, 
or  by  some  previous  writing  to  be  annexed  thereto^ 
ascertain  the  equivalent  in  com  for  the  tithes,  that  he 
shall  determine  the  value  of  such  equivalent  in  money, 
and  charge  and  apportion  it  on  the  lands,  and  that  the 
assessment  shall  begin  to  be  payable  on  such  day  as  the 
commissioner  by  his  award,  or  by  such  writing,  shall 
appoint;  and  the  tithes  are  to  cease  from  and  after  the 
time  of  the  apportionment,  or  such  other  time  as  the 
commissioner  by  any  writing  under  his  hand  shall 
appoint  The  **  previous  writing"  mentioned  in  this 
clause  is  to  be  annexed  to  the  award  for  preservation, 
and  that  it  may  be  accessible  afterwards,  and  not  be- 
cause it  is  intended  not  to  operate  till  the  award  is 
joined  to  it.  On  the  contrary,  the  tithes  are  to  cease 
from  the  apportionment,  or  from  the  time  specified  in 
any  writing  by  the  commissioner.  The  writing,  in  this 
case^  was  executed  on  the  Sd  of  October^  and  required 
no  assistance  from  the  award  to  render  it  operative. 
It  fixed  the  25th  of  December  as  the  first  day  for  pay- 
ing the  assessment,  and  the  29th  of  September  as  the 
day  on  which  the  tithes  should  cease.  The  *^  thing 
done,**  which  was  the  subject  of  appeal,  was  the  signing 
of  that  paper.  As  to  notice,  there  is  no  part  of  the 
act  which  expressly  requires  that  the  proceedings  of  the 
commissioner  for  extinguishing  the  tithes  and  apportion- 
ing the  assessments  should  be  specified  to  any  one; 
but  to  take  o£P  the  hardship  which  seems  to  result  from 
this,  it  is  stated  that  the  appellant,  early  in  October^ 
received  a  copy  of  the  commissioner's  schedule,  with  a 

notice 
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notice  that  the  tithes  had  been  extinguished,  and  the 
corn  rents  fixed;  and  a  notice  declaratory  of  the  same 
proceedings,  and  referring  to  the  writing  and  schedule, 
was  fixed  on  the  church  door,  and  published  in  the 
Huntingdon  Gazette;  not  that  I  think  this  was  neces- 
sary, but  as  other  parts  of  the  act  require  notices  to  be 
giTen  in  this  way,  the  commissioner  acted  veiy  properly 
in  so  publishing  them.  We  cannot  but  see  that  the 
rector  was  aware  of  the  proceeding  now  complained  of, 
early  enough  to  have  appealed  in  proper  time;  the  cor- 
respondence shews  that  he  was  so,  but  wished  to  have 
it  more  clearly  ascertained  by  the  award  that  the  mode 
of  valuing  exempted  his  com  rent  fi*om  the  poor^s  rate. 
I  do  not  know  that  the  result  of  the  valuation  may  not 
be  such  in  point  of  law,  but  the  commissioner  was  not 
bound  to  state  it  on  his  award.  The  order  of  sessions 
must  be  quashed. 
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Williams  J.  I  had  some  doubt  upon  this  case,  but 
I  now  think  it  clear  that  the  previous  writbg  was,  for 
the  present  purpose,  equally  effective  with  the  award, 
and  that  the  commissioner  might,  in  that  way,  do  what 
is  now  the  subject  of  complaint,  extinguish  the  right  to 
tithes  and  assess  the  payment  in  lieu  of  them ;  and  that 
act  he  did  on  the  Sd  of  October.  The  appeal,  there- 
fore, is  too  late.  As  to  notice,  if  that  was  necessary,  in 
the  first  place  the  appellant  had  a  special  notice  fix>m 
the  commissioner ;  secondly,  there  were  the  notices  in 
the  Gazette  and  on  the  church  door ;  and,  thirdly,  it  is 
hardly  to  be  supposed  that  the  rector  would  not  himself 
watch  proceedings  in  which  he  was  so  materially  con- 
cerned. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 
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Ma^ziJ  The  King  against  The  Inhabitants  of 

Ardington. 

SS*^^      O^  appeal  against  an  order  for  removing  George 
herd  for  a  term  Barrett  and  his  family  from  the  parish  of  Ardington^ 

rather  Icm  than 

a  year,  ending    in  the  countv  of  Berks,  to  the  parish  of  Aldboume,  Wilts, 

wX  Otd  Mkkad- 

mmM  i885»         the  sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
iccetTe  SL  lot.   ^^  Court  on  the  following  case :  — 
I^^r  aSr^       Three  or  four  days  after  Old  Michadnuxs^ay  1828,  the 
iMtad'  ^  pauper,  being  then  about  sixteen  years  old,  and  settled 
continnedto      j^  Jldboume,  was  hired  by  his  father  to  Mr.  JViUiam 

live  with  and  '  ^ 

work  for  hia       Brooon,  a  fiurmer  in  the  parish  of  Little  Hinion,  Wilts, 


before^  but  (the  &ther  being  in  Bromi*s  service  also,)  to  serve  as 

newagraemeot.  shepherd,  for  his  board  and  lodging,  in  the  house  of 

Uien  paid  the  Brown  at  Little  Hinton,  until  the  following  Old  Michael" 

paimi^^ther,  ^^^^  *'  ^^'*  ^^^  ^**  *  ^^^  wages  for  the  father.     The 

bm^hii^  pauper   served    accordingly,  as   shepherd    under  that 


}  during    hiring,  boarding  and  sleeping  in  BramCs  house,  till  Old 

tioncdterm;      MichaelmoS'day  1824,  on  which  day  he,  by  his  father's 

he  and  hii  lona  leave,  went  to  Highworth  fair  for  pleasure,  and  returned 

choBC  to  ffo  on     •      . 

with  him.**        ID  the  evening  to  his  master's  house.     Mr.  Broom  settled 

eented.  ^ihT"  ^^^h  the  pauper's  father  for  the  wages  due  to  himself  and 
beS  nme.^  ^'®  ^^^  "P  ^  ^^  Michaelmos,  four  or  five  days  after  Old 
The  paupo-       Michaelmas,  the  father  receivinir  the  waiices  for  his  son. 

oontinuea  In  a  o 

the  lerrice  ai      On  the  day  the  wages  were  paid  the  master  hired  the 

beforBi  till 

Xodfy-doy  I8S69  pauper's  father,  the  pauper,  and  his  brother,  to  serve 

when  the  mia* 

ter,bebig  about  him  until  the  Old  Michaelmas  following,  at  6s.  a  week 
fkrml'paidhim   ^^^  ^^  father,  and  5U  IQs.  for  each  of  the  sons  at 

hie  wagea  down 

to  that  time,  and  he  want  into  the  lerme  of  the  incoming  tenant  1 

Heldy  that  the  hiring  after  Michaelmas  1825  was  not  a  general  hiring,  and  that  the 
lenrice  under  it,  connected  with  that  of  the  preceding  year,  did  not  give  a  settlement;  and 
the  Court  quaked  an  order  of  leiBioni  made  in  &T0ur  of  such  settkauent 

Michaelmas. 
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Michaelmas.  The  pauper  and  bis  brother  continued, 
vrhh  their  father,  to  board  and  lodge  at  LiHle  Hinton^ 
the  pauper  being  employed  as  before,  till  Old  Michaelmas 
Day  1825,  when  the  pauper  drove  his  master's  sheep  to 
Highworih  iair  and  returned  in  the  evening  to  hiUle 
Hinton.  A  few  days  after  Old  Michaelmas  1825  the 
master  again  settled  with  the  pauper's  father  for  the 
wages  agreed  upon  for  himself  and  his  sons  at  the  pre- 
vious hiring,  and  asked  the  father  "  If  he  and  his  sons 
chose  to  go  on  with  him?"  to  which  the  father  said 
•*  Yes."  The  wages  were  to  be  the  same.  The  pauper 
remained  at  his  master's  bouse,  boarding  and  lodging 
and  working  on  the  farm,  as  usual,  till  about  the  10th 
of  March  1826,  when  he  was  sent  by  his  master  with 
sheep  to  a  farm  he  was  about  to  occupy  at  Lockhinge 
in  Berkshire.  He  remained  there,  receiving  5s.  a  week 
board  wages,  till  Lady^daif  1826,  when  he  returned 
to  Brawn  at  Little  Hinton^  and  continued  there,  as 
before,  till  the  beginning  of  AprU^  when  Bromi  quitted 
Little  Hintorif  having  paid  the  pauper's  wages  due 
to  him  at  Lady-day  1826,  to  his  father,  without  de- 
ducting anything  on  account  of  the  pauper's  absence 
at  Lockhinge.  The  pauper  then  entered  the  service 
of  the  incoming  tenant.  The  pauper  boarded  and 
lodged  at  Brctwris  house,  and  was  employed  on  his 
fiurm  as  shepherd  continually  from  three  or  four  days 
after  Old  Michaelmas  1823  to  a  few  days  after  Lady- 
day  1826.  No  other  person  was  ever  hired  or  em- 
ployed by  Brown  in  place  of  the  pauper  during  that 
time.  The  father  received  the  pauper's  wages  from 
Brawn  without  accounting  to  the  pauper,  but  found 
him  in  clothes  and  pocket  money  during  his  service. 
The  pauper  might  have  left  his  master's  service  at  Old 
Vol.  I.  T  Michaelmas 


18S4>. 

The  KiK« 
agaifut 

The  Inhabit- 
antsof 

AiDUiaToir. 
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1834.        Michaelmas  1824.     He  did  not  know  what  wages  he 
■~^       was  to  receive.     On  these  facts,  the  sessions  held  that  a 

The  KiiTB  ^ 

agaxnu  yearly  hiring  of  the  pauper  by  Brown  in  Littk  HirUon 
utoof  must  be  implied,  and  they  quashed  the  order  of  re- 
moval.  The  case  now  commg  on  for  argument,  the 
Court  asked  the  counsel  who  supported  the  order  of 
sessions,  what  ground  there  was  for  implying  a  yearly 
hiring? 

Carrington  and  Tymhitt  in  support  of  the  order  of 
sessions.  The  sessions  have  found  that  a  hiring  in 
Little  Hinton  was  to  be  implied.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
But  they  send  the  evidence  here,  and  put  the  question 
to  us.  We  cannot  imply  a  distinct  &ct.]  If  there  be 
any  premises  to  support  their  conclusion,  this  Court  will 
not  disturb  it,  though  they  may  not  agree  in  the  con- 
clusion :  Rex  V.  St.  Andrew  the  Greaty  Cambridge  (a). 
Here  the  evidence  did  warrant  the  finding.  The  con- 
versation after  Old  Michaelmas  1825,  amounted  to  an 
indefinite  hiring ;  and  the  service  under  it,  though  for 
less  than  a  year,  will  connect  with  the  preceding  service. 
This  is  like  Bex  v.  Macclesfield  {b\  where  the  master 
told  the  pauper  "  he  might  as  well  stay  on  an  end,"  and 
it  was  held  to  be  a  general  hiring.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J, 
There  Lord  Kenyan  said  that  the  words  had  that  mean- 
ing by  the  custom  of  the  country.]  The  words  here  are 
stronger.  IPattesan  J.  The  wages  here  upon  the  new 
hiring  are  the  same  gross  sum  as  on  that  of  the  former 
year.]  It  was  admitted  by  the  Court  in  Bex  v.  Jpe- 
thorpe  (c),  that  a  hiring  for  a  year  might  be  presumed 
from  the  servant  continuing  in  the  service,  at  the  ex- 

(a)  8  J?.  ^  C.  664.  (ft)  3  T.  R,  76. 

(c)  2j0.  4f  C.892. 

pirationi 


ARDivaioir. 
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piration  of  a  previous  yearly  hiring,  without  any  alter-        1834. 

ation  of  the  terms.     A  presumption  almost  as  strong 

arises  in  this  case :  the  pauper,  at  the  expiration  of  his        agaimt 

.  ThelnbabiU 

service  at  Michaelmas  1 825,  entered  on  a  new  one  which  ante  of 
continued  several  days  without  any  specific  agreement 
as  to  terms;  and  the  inference  of  a  general  hiring, 
which  might  be  drawn  from  that  fact,  is  not  repelled, 
bat  strengthened,  by  the  subsequent  conversation  be- 
tween Brawn  and  the  pauper's  &ther. 

Per  Curiam  (a).  It  would  be  difficult  to  say  how  the 
master  in  this  case  could  have  done  better  than  he  has 
to  avoid  a  yearly  hiring,  and  that  seems  to  have  been 
the  intention  of  the  parties.  The  words  used  by  the 
master  clearly  do  not  import  an  indefinite  hiring. 

Order  of  sessions  quashed. 

Shepherd  was  to  have  argued  against  the  order  of 
sessions. 

(a)  Lord  Ikmnan  C.  J.,  LUtUdak,  Paiietvth  ud  WiUianuJu 


T  9 
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The  Governor,  Deputy  Governor,  Assistants, 
and  Guardians  of  the  Poor  of  the  City  of 
Bristol  against  Wait,  Gardner,  and  Bar- 

NETT. 


as 


If  a  party  U 
assessed  to  the 
poor  rata  for 
premises  which 
he  occupiea, 
and  other  dis- 
tinct premisea 
whic^  be  does 
not  occupy, 
and  his  goods 
are  distrained 
for  the  seyeral 
lates  jointly,  he 
is  not  confined 
to  the  remedy 
by  appeal,  but 
may  bring  an 
action. 

If  a  joint  dis- 
tress be  made 
under  four 
several  war- 
rants, for  four 
several  rates, 
of  which  one 
is  bad,  the  dis- 
tress is  not 
therefore  void. 

If  a  party 
enter  and  make 
a  joint  distress 
for  four  seversl 
rates,  being 
furnished  for 
that  purpose 
with  four  war- 
rants, one  of 
which  is  bad, 
he  may,  in  an 
action  of  re- 
plevin  for  such 

distress,  justify  under  the  good  warranU,  and  abandon  the  bad  one ;  and  if  the  causes  of 
taking  are  distinct,  and  the  avowries  separate,  he  will  be  entitled  to  a  returb  of  ^l  the  goods. 

Where  some  of  the  avowries  justified  the  whole  taking  under  good  warrants  only,  and  the 
plaiiuiff  alleged,  in  answer  to  each  of  the  avowries,  that  the  whole  distress  was  taken  jointly 
under  four  warrants,  of  which  one  was  bad,  and  the  defendant  did  not,  on  the  record,  coo* 
tradict  this  allegation :  Held,  nevertheless,  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  judgment, 
and  a  return  of  all  the  goods. 

March 


pEPLEVIN.     The    defendants    avowed,    first, 

overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  oiSt.  Philip  and 
Jacobs  stating  that  the  taking,  &c.  were  done  by  them 
by  authority  of  an  act  (43  Eliz.  c.  2.)  for  the  relief  of 
the  poor,  and  according  to  the  said  act.  To  this  the 
plaintiffs  pleaded  in  bar,  first,  de  injurifi ;  secondly,  that 
the  defendants  wrongfully  took,  &c.  in  the  name  of  one 
entire  distress,  for  and  by  reason  of  the  non-payment  of 
divers,  to  wit,  four  rates  before  then  made,  &c.,'  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  and  not  otherwise, 
and  that  in  and  by  one  of  the  said  rates,  viz.,  in  and  by 
a  certain  rate  made,  &c.,  22d  of  March  1832,  the 
said  plaintiffs  were  rated  and  assessed  in  the  sum  of 
33/.  6f.  8e2.,  for  and  in  respect  of  the  supposed  occupa- 
tion by  them  of  a  certain  building  called  The  Armoury^ 
situate  in  the  said  parish,  and  that  they,  the  plaintiffs, 
were  not  at  the  time  of  making,  &c.  the  said  last-men- 
tioned rate,  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  occupiers  of 
the  said  building,  nor  rateable  in  respect  thereof  to  the 
relief  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish.  Replication  to  the 
first  plea,  similiter.  The  replication  to  the  second  plea 
set  out  four   rates,  made  respectively   on  the  3d   of 
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March  1831,  22d  of  Sqaember  1881,  22d  of  March        1834. 
1882,  20th  of  October  1832,  upon  the  plaintiffs,  and     ^ "  ^ 

Govemon  of 

specified  the  amounts  for  which,  and  the  premises  in    Bristol  Poor 

agoinit 

respect  of  the  occupation  whereof,  the  several  rates  were        Wait. 
made;  that  oS  March  22d,  1832,  being  for  The  Armoury. 
The  replication  then  averred  that  the  plaintiffi,  at  the 
several  and  respective  times  of  the  making,  &c.  of  the 
said  last  mentioned  rates,  having  then  been  the  occu- 
piers of  the  said  several  tenements  in  that  replication 
mentioned,  and  in  respect  of  which  they  were  so  rated, 
notice  of  the  several  last  mentioned  rates  afterwards,  to 
wit,  &C.,  was  duly  given  tb  the  plaintiff,  and  payment 
of  each  of  the  said  rates  duly  demanded.     The  replica- 
tion further  stated,  that  the  plaintifis  refused  to  pay  the 
rates,  or  either  of  them,  and  were  summoned  before  two 
magistrates  to  shew  cause  why  they  so  refused;  that 
they  appeared  accordingly,  and   that  the  magistrates 
duly  issued  four  several  warrants  to  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  to  distrain  the  goods  of  the  plaintifis  for 
the  aforesaid  rates  respectively ;  that  the  warrants  were 
duly  delivered  to  the  defendants,  being  then  overseers, 
&C. ;  and  because  the  four  rates,  at  the  time  when,  &&, 
were  severally  in  arrear,  the  defendants,  as  such  over- 
seers, under  and  by  virtue  of  the  last-mentioned  four 
several  warrants,  took,  8cc.,  as,  for  and  in  the  name  of  a 
distress,  for  and  by  reason  of  the  non-payment  of  the 
said  several  rates,  &c«     Rejoinder,  that  the  plaintifis,  at 
the  several  and  respective  times  of  the  making,  &c.  of 
the  said  four  rates  were  not  the  occupiers  of  the  several 
tenements  in  the  replication  mentioned,  and  in  respe<%  , 

of  which  they  were  so  rated  and  assessed  as  therein 
mentioned,  in  manner  and  form,  8cc;  but  on  the  con- 
trary thereof,  that  the  said  plaintifis  were  not,  at  the 

T  3  time 
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1834.       time  of  making,  &c.  the  said  rate  thirdly  mentioned  in  the 

^   replication^  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  occupiers  of  the 

Bkxstol  Poor   building  in  respect  of  whicb  they  were  rated  in  the  last- 

ogtunU 

Wazt.        mentioned  rate,  nor  rateable  in  respect  thereof  to  the 
relief  of  the  poor,  &c.    General  demurrer  and  joinder. 

The  second  avowry  stated  that  the  plaintifi  were 
occupiers  of  certain  premises  in  the  parish,  and  rateable 
in  respect  of  their  said  occupation ;  and  it  set  out  the 
rate  of  the  3d  of  March  18S1,  and  followed  in  other 
respects,  as  to  this  rate,  the  same  course  of  statement 
which  was  taken  in  the  replication  to  the  second  plea. 
The  third  avowry  was  in  the  same  form,  and  was  con- 
fined to  the  rate  of  the  22d  of  September  1831.  The 
fourth  and  fifth  avowries  were  in  the  same  form,  and 
were  confined  respectively  to  the  rates  of  22d  of  March 
1832,  and  20th  of  Oct(Aer  1832.  The  plainti&  pleaded 
in  bar,  thirdly,  fourthly,  fifthly,  and  sixthly,  to  the 
second,  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  avowries  respectively,  de 
injuria  Seventhly,  the  plaintifis  pleaded  in  bar  to  the 
same  avowries,  that  the  defendants  took,  &c.  the  goods 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  as  for  and  in  the  name  of 
one  entire  distress  for  the  non-payment  of  the  several 
supposed  rates  in  the  second,  third,  fourth,  and  fifth 
avowries  respectively  mentioned ;  and  that  by  the  rate 
of  22d  of  March  1832,  the  plaintifis  were  rated  in  re* 
spect  of  the  supposed  occupation  of  a  building  called, 
&c.  of  which  they  were  not,  at  the  time  of  making  that 
rate,  occupiers,  nor  rateable  in  respect  thereof.  Re- 
plication to  the  third,  fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  pleas,  simi- 
liter. To  the  seventh  plea,  that  the  defendants  took, 
.&c  as  a  distress  for  the  said  several  rates  in  the  second, 
third,  fourth,  and  fifth  avowries  respectively  mentioned, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  several  warrants  therein 

also 
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also  respectively  mentioned.     General   demurrer  and        18S4* 
joinder.  ^  ^ 

Governors  of 

The  sixth  avowry  was  for  a  distress  for  four  several    BmtroL  Poor 

againit 

rates.    It  began  by  stating,  that  at  the  time  of  making        Wait. 

the  rates  after  mentioned,  the  plaintifis  were  occupiers 

of  premises  for  which  they  were  rateable  to  the  poor : 

it  then  set  out  the  four  rates  successively,  specifying  the 

dates  as  stated  in  the  replication  to  the  second  plea,  and 

the  amounts  of  the  respective  assessments  on  the  plain- 

tiffi :  alleging  each  respectively  to  be  for  the  premises 

occupied  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  was  before  mentioned  in 

that  avowry.  It  then  pursued  the  form  of  the  replication 

to  the  second  plea  in  bar.    To  this  avowry  the  plaintiffs 

pleaded  in  bar,  eighthly,  de  injurift;  and,  ninthly,  as  in 

the  seventh  plea  in  bar.     Replication  to  the  eighth 

plea,  similiter.     Replication  to  the  ninth  plea,  as  in 

the  rc|>lication  to  the  seventh.     General  demurrer  and 

joinder. 

The  seventh  avowry  set  forth  a  local  act  passed 
1  W.  1^,  by  which  certain  tenements  were  made  rateable 
to  the  relief  of  the  poor,  and  avowed  for  the  taking, 
&C.  as  a  distress  for  four  several  rates,  in  respect  of  the  ' 
occupation  of  certain  of  the  said  tenements  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, specifying  the  amounts  of  the  several  assessments, 
and  the  premises,  and  stating  the  other  facts  as  in  the 
replication  to  the  second  plea  in  bar.  The  tenth  atad 
eleventh  pleas  in  bar  to  this  avowry  corresponded  to 
those  on  the  sixth  avowry.  Replication  to  the  tenth 
plea,  similiter.  To  the  eleventh,  replication  as  to  the 
seventh.     General  demurrer  and  joinder. 

The  demurrers  were  argued  in  Hilary  term  last  (a). 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Littledalet  Tauntofif  nnd  PatiesonJt,i 
r  17th  and  24th. 

T  4  Maule 
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18S4*  Made  fi>r  the  plaintiffs  in  replevin.     All  the  de- 

_,  .    murrers  raise  the  question  whether,  when  four  separate 

Govenum  of 

BuCTOL  Poor  warrants  are  granted  at  the  same  time  to  distrain  for 
Wait.  four  several  rates  respectively,  to  one  of  which  the  party 
distrained  upon  is  not  liable,  and  one  distress  is  made 
for  all  the  rates  jointly,  such  distress  can  be  supported. 
A  single  warrant  to  distrain  for  several  rates,  one  of 
which  is  illegal,  is  altogistber  bad :  Milwardv.  Cccfftn  {a). 
That  case  is  supported  by  Hurrett  v.  fVink  (J),  in 
which  last  case  Forty  v.  Imber  (c),  and  Patchett  v.  Ban- 
croft (rf),  were  cited.  Forty  v.  Imber  {c)  decided  that  a 
party  might  support  a  cognizance  made  for  rent  due 
for  a  specified  time,  by  a  proof  of  rent  due  for  a  shorter 
time ;  and  Patchett  v.  Bancroft  {d)  decided  that  a  single 
distress  warrant  might  be  given  for  the  aggregate  of 
taxes  due  under  different  acts  of  parliament ;  neither  of 
which  points  is  at  present  disputed.  It  is  true,  also, 
that  a  party  may,  on  distraining,  assign  one  cause,  and 
may  afterwards  avow  for  another;  for  he  is  not  to  be 
bound  by  a  mistake  in  the  account  which  he  may  give 
of  the  transaction  at  the  time,  if  he  have  good  authority. 
But  here  the  party  admits  on  the  record  a  joint  distress 
for  all  the  rates ;  and,  after  that,  he  cannot  be  sufiered 
to  separate  his  defence  by  referring  it  to  several  distinct 
claims.  The  fact  of  four  warrants  having  been  given, 
b  nQt  inconsistent  with  the  distress  being  made  for  a 
single  claim.  Besides,  if  the  four  warrants  justified  a 
single  distress  for  all,  the  distress  is  joint,  and  the  case 
is  the  same  as  if  there  were  a  joint  warrant :  but  if  they 
did  not  justify  a  joint  distress,  then  the  present  distress 
b  not  justified  at  all.     The  doctrine  that  a  party  may 

(a)  S  W.  JBl.  ISSa  (6)  8  Taunt.  369.     S,  C.  2  B.  M.  417. 

(c)  6  £asf,  434.  (rf)  7  T.  «.  367. 

distrain 
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distrain  as  for  one  causei  and  avow  for  another,  may,        1834* 

perhaps^  be  considered  to  have  been^  somewhat  qualified    ^ 

in  Lucas  and  others  v.  Nockells.     That  case  was  de-    BmiktoL  Poor 

againtt 

cided  on  error  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  (a)  and  in  the  Wait. 
House  of  Lords  (6) ;  and  on  both  occasions  it  was  held, 
that  the  defendant  having  justified  a  seizure  under  a 
£•  fa.,  and  the  plaintiff  havbg  replied  de  injuria,  the 
latter  might  prove  at  the  trial  that  the  goods  were  not 
bona  fide  taken  under  the  execution,  and  that  the 
execution  was  colourable.  In  the  present  case,  the 
question  turns  upon  the  distress  being  joint,  not  upon 
the  warrant  being  joint  or  otherwise ;  for  the  owner  is 
entitled  to  an  opportunity  of  redeeming  all  his  property, 
by  satisfying  the  claim  for  which  the  distress  is  made^ 
which  here  he  could  not  do,  without  paying  the  illegal 
rate  together  with  the  legal  ones,  whether  there  were 
one  or  more  warrants.  A  joint  distress  for  rent  due 
upon  two  distinct  demises  of  different  premises  cannot 
be  justified :  Bikers  v.  Birkmire  (c). 

FdOett  for  the  defendants  in  replevin.  First,  the 
proper  remedy  for  the  plaintiffs  was  by  appeal  to  the 
sessions.  The  record  shews  that  the  plaintiff  are  oc- 
cupiers within  the  parish,  who  have  been  rated  pardy 
for  premises  within,,  and  partly  for  premises  not  within, 
their  occupation.  Therefore  the  justices  had  jurist 
diction,  and  the  only  question  is  as  to  the  excess,  which 
is  matter  for  an  appeal,  not  for  an  action  of  replevin : 
Marshall  v*  Pitman  (cf).  Replevin  lies  where  the  party 
is  not  liable  to  be  rated  at  all,  and  so  does  trespass : 


(a)  4Bmg.  7S9.  (6)  lOBtng.  157. 

{t)  Ca.  7.  Hardw.945.    S.  C.  2  Sir,  \OiO.         {d)  9Bing,595. 
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1834.        Weaver  v.  Price  {a).    {Patteson  J    Suppose  a  person  to 
^  "   _    be  rated  in  a  parish  in  which  he  resides,  the  whole  of 

GorerDon  of 

Bbbtol  Poor  the  property  for  which  he  would  be  rateable  lying  else- 
Wait.  where,  do  you  say  that  his  remedy  is  confined  to  an 
appeal  ?]  That  case  would  not  answer  to  the  criterion 
suggested,  which  is  the  occupation  of  some  property 
within  the  parish.  QLord  Denman  C.  J.  Then  you  do 
not  insist  upon  the  right  of  appeal  precluding  the  other 
remedy;  for  a  person  might  appeal  against  a  rate, 
although  he  neither  resided  nor  occupied  property 
within  tile  parish  in  which  he  was  rated.]  He  might 
then  adopt  either  remedy.  But  if  a  single  distress  were 
put  in  for  a  rate  in  respect  to  property,  of  which  part 
was  within  and  part  without  the  parish,  the  remedy 
would  be  confined  to  the  appeal. 

Secondly,  this  is  not  a  wrongful  distress,  since  it  is 
good  as  to  three  of  the  rates :  the  only  question  is, 
whether  more  was  taken  than  those  three  warrant. 
Suppose  a  distress  made  for  a  rent  and  a  heriot;  an 
avowry  for  the  rent  alone  would  be  good ;  for  a  distress 
is  not  invalid  where  a  right  exists  to  take  anything  on 
the  premises.  [Taunton  J.  The  objection  here  is,  not 
that  too  much  is  taken,  but  that  the  taking  is  under 
too  many  warrants,  one  being  bad.]  The  distress,  if 
otherwise  good,  cannot  be  invalidated  by  the  circum* 
stance  that  there  was  one  bad  warrant.  Milward  v. 
Coffin  {b)  differs  from  the  present  case,  for  there  no 
warrant  entirely  good  existed.  With  respect  to  Rogers 
V.  Birhnire  (c),  it  is  not  contended  here  that  a  distress 
can  be  made  upon  one  close  for  rent  due  on  another 
close  separately  demised.     [Lord  Denman  C.  J.    There 

(a)  3B  ^  Ad,  409.  (6)  2  W.  BL  133a 

(c)  Ca.  T.  Hardvj.  245.     S,  C  2  Str.  1040. 

a  distress 
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a  distress  for  one  of  the  rents  would  have  been  justi-        ]834<. 
fiable ;  the  joint  distress,  therefore,  ought  to  have  been      J~ — 

GoTcniore  of 

supported,  according  to  your  present  argument  that,  if  Bustol  Poor 
a  good  and  a  bad  cause  be  coupled,  the  good  will  pro-  War. 
tect  the  badO  Here  the  distress  is  for  a  poor  rate;  such 
a  distress  is  not  confined  to  particular  premises.  The 
goods  of  the  person  liable  may  be  taken  anywhere;  and, 
if  anything  be  due,  the  taking  cannot  be  a  trespass;  there 
can  only  be  an  action  for  excessive  distress.  ITaunion  J. 
How  are  we  to  distinguish  which  goods  are  rightly 
taken  ?]  No  such  distinction  can  be  made ;  and  for  that 
reason  tre^ass  cannot  be  brought  It  has  been  expressly 
decided  that  a  party  may  distrain  fer  one  cause  and  avow 
fiir  another;  and  his  alleging  one  cause  at  the  time  of 
the  distress  does  not  prevent  his  avowing  for  the  other: 
GroemoeU  v.  BurweU{a\  Fitzherbert  Abr.  Aocnxry^  pi. 
2S2.,  Anonj/mousj  Godb.  110.  {b)  Crtmther  v.  Bams^ 
boitam  (c).  [Tauntcn  J.  But  here,  by  the  record,  the 
justification  is  for  a  taking  under  the  bad  warrant  as  well 
as  the  good.]  The  avowry  does  not  join  the  different 
causes.  The  defendants  say  that  they  might  distrain 
under  four  warrants,  one  of  which  was  bad,  but  that 
does  not  preclude  them  from  afterwards  justifying  under 
those  which  are  good,  and  those  only.  The  avowries 
(except  the  sixth  and  seventh)  do  not  join  the  good 
and  bad  warrants.  It  is  true  that  in  the  defendants'  re- 
plication to  the  second  plea  in  bar,  there  is  a  statement 
in  which  the  good  and  bad  warrants  are  both  set  out ; 
but  that  does  not  place  the  defendants  in  the  predica^ 
ment  of  a  party  resting  his  defence  on  all  those  facts. 
They  intended  by  their  avowry  to  justify  under  three 

(fl)  1  Ld.  Raym.  i54,  (6;  PI.  129.  (r)  7  T.  il.654. 

warrants 
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18S4f«        warrants  which  gave  them  a  right  to  seize;  the  plainti£Ps 
^  .    allege  that  the  seizure  was  for  four  rates,  one  of  which 

Gorernon  of 

BuaroL  Poor  was  wrongful;  and  then  the  defendants  set  out  the  whole 
Wait.  of  the  circumstances.  But  the  introduction  of  this  fourth 
rate  by  the  plainti£&  cannot  alter  the  right  upon  which 
the  defendants  ground  their  pleading.  IPatteson  J.  You 
say  that  your  general  avowry  is  the  same  in  effect  as 
if  you  had  pleaded  the  three  good  warrants,  and  that 
they  have  no  right  to  put  the  fourth  upon  you.  Taun- 
ton J.  And  that  in  this,  which  is  an  action  of  re- 
plevin, the  only  question  is,  whether  any  thing  was 
due  in  respect  of  which  you  seized.  That  is  your  strong 
point.]  That  is  so.  It  would  have  been  no  answer  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  to  say  that  the  defendants  came 
in  to  seize  under  three  good  warrants,  but  produced  a 
fourth  which  was  bad.  If  they  then  relied  on  the  bad 
warrant,  it  is  well  established  that  a  legal  authority  is 
not  vitiated  by  what  the  party  executing  it  says  at  the 
time.  The  defendants  do  not  justify  under  the  bad  war- 
rant, and  the  introduction  of  it  by  the  plaintifis  cannot 
make  it  part  of  the  justification.  It  .is  sufficient  if  the 
ddendants  now  shew  in  their  avowry  any  right  to  enter 
and  take.  That  a  separate  demand  was  made  of  each 
rate  (which,  according  to  Hurrell  v.  Wink{a)j  is  neces- 
sary) is  admitted  on  the  pleadings;  as  to  so  much,  there- 
fore, of  the  distress  as  relates  to  the  undisputed  rates, 
there  is  no  objection ;  and  if  a  man  avow  for  divers 
causes,  and  any  one  be  found  for  him,  he  shall  have  a 
return ;  Boll,  Abr.  Beplevin^  M.  pi.  4,  5,  6. 8.  SyUard  v. 
(&)  is  to  the  same  effect,  and  the  principle  was  acted 
upon  in  Miller  v.  Green  (c).   By  stat.  17  G.  2.  c.  38.  5.  8. 

(a)  8  Taunt.  369.     S.  C.  2B.  M.  4  J  7.  {b)  1  BuUt.  101. 

(0  8  Bing.  92.     2  Cro,-^  Jer.  142  S.  C. 

(which 
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(which  extends  to  overseers  the  protection  given  to  land-        18S4. 
lords  by  11  G.  2.  c.  19-  s.  19.)  it  is  enacted  that  no  di*-    oorernorsof 
tress  for  a  poor  rate  justly  due  shall  be  deemed  unbwful,    ButroL  Poor 

agatntt 

nor  the  parties  distraining  trespassers,  on  account  of  any  Wate. 
defect  or  want  of  form  in  the  rate,  assessment,  or  war- 
rant of  distress,  nor  shall  the  parties  distraining  be 
deiemed  trespassers  ab  initio  for  any  irregularity  after- 
wards done  by  them,  but  the  party  aggrieved  by  such 
irregularity  may  recover  satisfaction  for  the  special 
damage  in  an  action  of  trespass  or  on  the  case.  The 
judgments  of  the  Court  in  Sturch  v.  Clarke  (a),  shew 
that  in  the  case  of  distress  for  a  poor  rate^  where  an 
excess  has  been  committed,  something  being  due,  the 
remedy  can  only  be  in  respect  of  that  excess. 

IdauU  in  reply.  No  authority  has  been  pointed  out 
to  shake  the  proposition  established  by  Milward  v. 
Q^in  {b)f  that  if  a  party  is  rated  for  premises  in  his 
occupation,  and  for  others  which  are  not,  the  whole 
rate  may  be  treated  as  a  nullity,  and  those  who  levy  it 
are  guilty  of  an  excess  of  authority,  and  must  be  deemed 
to  have  entered  as  trespassers.  Where  a  defendant  in 
trespass  justifies  under  a  legal  warrant,  and  the  plaintiff 
alleges  excess,  it  is  replied,  not  new  assigned.  ZPatie" 
um  J.  Milward  v*  Coffin  (fi)  does  not  go  the  length  you 
contend  for;  the  argument  there  only  was,  that  if  one 
warrant  be  made  for  levying  a  good  and  a  bad  rate,  the 
warrant  is  bad,  and  the  distress  cannot  be  supported.] 
The  consequence  is  the  same,  if  there  be  one  distress 
for  several  rates ;  it  makes  no  difference  whether  the 
party  act  upon  a  warrant  or  warrants.  At  all  events 
the  case  shews  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  confined  to  an 

(a)  4  f  .  ^  Jd,  115.  (6)  2  r.  BL  1330. 

appeal. 
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18S4.       appeal    It  is  true,  as  was  said  in  HurreU  v.  Wink{a)f 
~~  -    that  one  distress  may  be  made  for  an  aggregate  of 

Gcvmnon  of 

Bmitol  Poor  several  rates ;  but  that  is  when  all  the  rates  are  good. 
War.  In  Marshall  v.  Pitman  {b\  the  plainUff  was  an  inhabitant 
of  the  parish,  and  as  such  was  rated ;  he  did  in  Sonet 
possess  visible  personal  property  there ;  and  the  question 
was,  how  much,  or  whether  any,  of  such  prc^rty  was 
rateable  as  stock  in  trade.  The  objection  substantially 
was,  that  he  was  over-rated,  not  that  he  was  beyond  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  justices.  It  might  turn  out  that  his 
rateable  property  amounted  to  nothing;  but  the  com- 
pbint  was  in  principle  the  same  as  where  an  assessment 
is  made  for  property  in  a  parish,  one  part  of  which  is 
liable,  and  another  not  Weaver  v.  Price  (c)  shews 
that,  if  the  party  distrained  upon  has  no  land  in  the 
parish,  he  may  bring  trespass;  but  that  does  not  prove 
that  if  he  had  some  land  in  the  parish,  and  was  im- 
properly rated  for  other  land  also  within  it^  trespass 
would  not  lie- 
Assuming,  then,  that  the  present  action  is  maintain- 
able, the  question  is,  whether  the  distress  be  supported 
by  the  facts  admitted  on  the  record  in  the  pleadings 
on  both  sides.  It  is  said  that  the  original  avowries 
were  unobjectionable,  and  were  an  answer  to  the  action: 
but  the  defendants  having,  in  their  replications,  assumed 
the  state  of  facts  introduced  by  the  plaintiffs  in  their 
pleas  in  bar,  are  not  at  liberty  to  say  that  this  state 
of  facts  is  inconsistent  with  their  avowries;  for  that 
would  be  to  allege  their  own  replications  to  be  a  depar- 
ture from  their  avowries.    In  S^ers  v.  Birkmire{d)^ 

{a)  8  Taunt.  S69.     &C.2B.M,417.  (6)  9  Bing.  595. 

(c)  5B.i  Jd.  409. 

(d)  Ca.  temp.  Hardw.  245.  &  C.  2Str.  ]040. 

tiie 
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the  defendant  distrained  goods  in  a  boase  for  rent  of       ISSi. 
the  bouse,  and  also  of  a  stable:   be  was  entitled  to    ^  , 

uoTernon  or 

distrain  for  tbe  rent  of  tbe  bouse,  and  bad  therefore  a   Bustol  Poor 

againU 

good  justification  for  all  be  did;  but,  as  it  appeared  oa  ^^^• 
the  record  that  be  did  distrain  for  both  rents,  tbe 
plaintiff  bad  judgment  Tbe  action  there  was  trespass ; 
but  k  fortiori  replevin  would  have  lain.  [Lord  Den* 
man  C.  J.  There  tbe  objection  arose  on  tbe  avowry. 
Suppose,  here,  [tbe  parties  had  gone  to  issue  on  tbe 
matter  stated  in  tbe  avowry ;  tbe  only  way  in  which  any 
irregularity  would  have  appeared  would  have  been  by 
evidence  that  the  parties  claimed  to  take  under  four  war- 
rants, one  of  which  was  bad*  That  would  come  within 
tbe  cases  which  say  that,  where  there  is  a  legal  authority, 
an  improper  claim  made  at  the  time  of  executing  it  does 
not  prejudice.]  Here  the  objection  is,  not  that  tbe 
defendants  stated  at  tbe  time  that  which  was  no  ex- 
cuse^ but  that  they,  in  fact,  took  for  one  cause^  when 
they  were  only  entitled  to  take  for  another ;  and  their 
pleading  shews  it  Such  takings  are  distinct  things  in 
rerum  natura,  as  much  as  entering  under  a  fi.  fa,  tmd 
entering  under  a  distress.  When  it  is  said,  as  in  Builer 
and  Baker's  case  (a),  that  **  if  a  man  takes  a  distress 
for  one  thing,  yet  when  be  comes  into  a  court  of  re* 
cord  be  may  avow  for  what  thing  be  pleases,"  the 
meaning  only  is,  that,  although  be  may  profess  to  dis- 
train for  one  things  yet  if  be,  in  truth,  bad  power  at  tbe 
time  to  distrain  for  another,  be  may  avow  for  that,  and 
shall  not  be  concluded  by  what  he  before  professed^ 
In  the  Anonymous  case,  Godb.  1 10*  pi.  129.,  the  proposi«» 
tion  is  evidently  so  considered.     The  placita  cited  from 

(a)  3  Rep.  S6.  a.  ciimg  M,  34.  E.  1.  aod  Jvowry,  232,,  nferriog  appA- 
icotly  to  Filth,  Abr»,  Awnary^  23S. 

JBoS. 
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1834.       RolL  Abr,9  Bepleoin^  M.,  reduce  themselves  to  an  illus- 
-,  *  .    tration  of  the  point,  that  where  a  man  avows  for  rent  due 

Gof  ernora  of  r       -> 

BAinoL  Poor    foj.  several  causes  or  on  several  days,  if  it  be  the  same, 

agnmat 

Wait.         and  not  a  distinct  rent,  the  whole  may  be  joined  in  one 

avowry.   Syliard  v. (a)  only  exemplifies  the  same 

principle.  In  Crcwiher  v.  RamsbMom  (i),  the  pleading 
did  not  put  in  issue  the  cause  for  which  the  defendants 
really  entered :  the  plaintiff  having  by  his  replication 
admitted  the  issuing  of  the  writ  of  justicies,  but  answered, 
as  to  the  rest  of  the  justification,  <*  de  injuril,  absque 
residuo  causae.''  That  averment  merely  denies  the 
existence  of  the  cause  alleged  on  the  record  for  what 
was  done.  It  does  not  traverse  the  allegation,  '*  virtute 
ciffus  the  defendant  entered,  &c.,"  which  is  not  tra« 
versable  in  that  form.  There  was  nothing  on  the  re- 
cord, there,  to  raise  the  question  whether  the  defendants 
had  exceeded  their  authority,  or  had  not,  in  fact,  acted 
in  execution  of  the  writ.  The  case,  therefore,  goes  no 
farther  than  to  shew  that  a  man,  by  having  verbally 
alleged  one  cause,  is  not  precluded  from  pleadmg 
another.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  In  Lucas  v.  NockelU  (c), 
where  the  writ  was  pleaded  with  a  virtute  cugtis^  and  the 
plaintiffi,  admitting  the  writ,  replied  de  injuria,  absque 
residuo  causae,  it  was  held,  that,  under  that  plea,  they 
might  prove  that  the  defendants  did  not  in  reality  act 
upon  the  writ]  Where  the  plaintiff  means  to  insist 
that,  in  point  of  fact,  the  defendant  was  not  acting 
under  the  authority  pretended,  but  under  a  different 
authority,  he  may  and  ought  to  shew  that  by  his 
pleading.  Thus,  Lord  HoU  says,  in  Groenvdt  v.  Bur- 
weU{d)j  *^  Suppose  there  were  two  warrants,  the  one 

(a)  1  BtiUt,  101.  (6)  7  T.  A.  654. 

(c)  4 B'mg.  729.     \OBing,  157.  {d)  1  LtL  Jtaynu  465. 

good 
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good  and  the  other  ill,  and  the  plaintiff  had  been  ar»       1884« 
Tested  upon  the  ill  warrant,  he  ought  to  shew  it  spe- 
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cially."    He  adds,  that  if  the  party  arresting  had  a  good  Bristol  Poor 
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warrant,  though  he  had  declared  that  he  arrested  on  the  Wait. 
insufficient  one,  that  would  not  preclude  him  from 
justifying  by  the  other.  That  is  not  now  disputed ;  but 
the  plaintiff  may  shew  that  he  did  not  arrest  under  the 
legal  warrant.  [PMeson  J.  He  could  not  allege  that, 
if  the  party  arresting  had  both  warrants  at  the  time.] 
Lucas  V.  NockeUs  {a)  seems  to  shew  that  he  might 
That  case  clearly  establishes  that,  in  some  way,  the  &ct 
of  a  party  having  acted  in  execution  of  the  authority 
under  which  he  justifies,  may  be  put  in  issue:  the  only 
question  in  any  particular  case  would  be  as  to  the 
course  of  pleading.  When  a  plaintiff  in  trespass  replies 
excess,  that,  in  effect,  denies  the  virtute  cujus.  \LiUle' 
dale  J.  It  admits  the  authority ;  that,  therefore,  does 
not  apply  to  the  case  where  it  is  suggested  that  an 
illegal  and  not  a  legal  warrant  was  acted  upon.]  It 
shews  that  he  was  not  acting  upon  that  by  which  he 
justifies.  In  The  Six  Carpenter^  case  {b\  it  is  said  that 
*<  If  the  lord  who  distrains  for  rent,  or  the  owner  for 
damage  feasant,  works  or  kills  the  distress;  or  if  he 
who  enters  to  see  waste,  breaks  the  house,  or  stays 
there  all  night;  or  if  the  commoner  cuts  down  a  tree, 
in  these  and  the  like  cases,  the  law  adjudges  that  he 
entered  for  that  purpose."  iLMledale  J.  Still  that 
relates  to  improper  acts  done  under  that  by  which  the 
party  professes  to  justify ;  it  does  not  apply  to  an  acting 
under  a  different  and  bad  authority.] 

The  proceeding  on  a  writ  of  recaption  is  a  case 
where  the  intention  with  which  a  legal  process  was 

(a)  4  Bing.  729.     10  Bmg*  157.  f6)  8  Rep.  146.  b. 

Vol,.  I.  U  executed 
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1884.  executed  may  be,  and  necessarily  is^  enquired  into;  and 
where  a  party  may  be  Uable  to  an  action  for  doing  what 

GoTcrnon  of 

Bhutoi.  Poor   he  had  a  lawful  authority  to  do,  if  he  did  it  not  under 

agoinsi 

Wait,  that  anthority,  but  in  the  exercise  of  an  unlawful  claim.. 
The  plaintiflP  in  that  form  of  action  complains  that  his 
goods,  which  had  been  distrained  by  the  defendant,  and 
replevied,  have  again  been  distrained  by  him  for  the  same 
cause :  and  Lord  Hale  in  a  note  on  Fitzherbfrfs  Natura 
Brexdunif  p.  72.  tit.  Becapiion^  says,  ^  That  where  the 
lord  in  a  replevin  avows  for  one  cause,  and  justifies  the 
recaption  for  another  cause,  the  plaintiff  may  aver  that  the 
first  caption  was  made  by  him  for  the  same  cause  as  the 
second."  And  in  Butter's  case  (a)  the  defendants  made 
cognizance  as  bailiffs  to  A.  for  a  rent ;  the  plaintiff  re- 
plied that  two  strangers  had  a  right  of  entry  into  the 
place  where,  &c.  and  the  defendants  by  their  command 
entered  and  took  the  cattle  damage  feasant,  absque  hoc, 
that  they  took  as  bailiffi  to  A.  And  upon  demurrer,  it 
being  objected  ^  that  by  this  means  the  intent  of  the 
party  shall  be  put  in  issue,  which  no  jury  can  try  but 
only  in  case  of  recaption,"  the  traverse  was  held  to  be 
well  taken.  There  two  supposed  authorities  appeared^ 
the  one  alleged  by  the  defendants,  the  other  by  the 
plaintiff;  and  it  might  have  been  contended,  as  it  is  by 
the  defendants  here,  that  the  latter  authority  was  one 
put  upon  the  defendants  by  the  plaintiff.  The  same 
argument  might  also  have  been  used  in  the  case  on  the 
writ  of  recaption.  IPatteson  J.  The  replication  there 
is  a  mere  repetition  of  the  writ.  Nothing  is  put  upon 
the  defendant  Littledale  J.  In  Bidler's  case  (a),  the 
taking  by  the  defendants  as  bailiffi  to  A.  was  traversed 
with  a  special  inducement;  but  that  inducement  made 
no  difference.] 

(a)  19  Kin.  Jbr,  Repltvin^  £.  a.  pi.  1, 

It 


IN  THE  Fourth  Year,  of  WILLIAM  IV.  f 79 

It  iS)  upon  the  whole,  clear  from  the  authorities,  that       1834. 
if  parties  have  had  a  good  warrant  under  which  they      /^ 

Oovcrnora  of 

might  have  acted,  but  in  reality  have  acted  upon  an  BunoLPoor 
illegal  one,  and  if  the  fact  that  they  did  so  (not  merely  thalt  War. 
they  professed  to  do  so)  is  either  established  by  evidence 
on  the  other  side^  or  stated  by  the  parties  themselves, 
or  admitted  by  them  in  the  course  of  their  pleadings, 
the  good  warrant  cannot  avail  them.  Here  the  defend- 
ants have  admitted  by  their  pleading  that  they  took 
the  property  of  the  plaintiffs  as  one  entire  distress  for 
four  rates,  and  they  justify  doing  so  by  four  warrants ; 
one  of  these  was  bad,  and  the  whole  taking,  therefore^ 
was  for  a  cause  which  is  no  justification. 

Citr.  adv.  vuU^ 

Lord  Dekman  C.  J.  in  this  term  (a)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  In  this  action  of  replevin  the 
defendants  justified  the  taking,  as  a  distress  for  poor 
rates.  The  first  avowry  was  in  general  terms  under  the 
43d  of  Eliz.  And  the  plaintiffs  in  their  second  plea  to 
it,  averred  that  the  distress  was  entire^  under  four 
several  warrants  of  magistrates,  for  levying  four  several 
poor  rates  assessed  upon  them  in  respect  of  certain  pro* 
perty  belonging  to  the  plaintiffs,  some  part  of  which 
they  did  not  occupy  at  the  time  of  making  the  assess-^ 
ment  of  the  fourth  rate.  The  replication  restated  the 
avowry  with  all  particulars  necessary  to  give  the  magi&» 
trates  jurisdiction  to  issue  their  warrants,  but  not  denying 
that  some  part  of  the  property  was  not  occupied  by  the 
plaintiffi  at  the  time  of  the  fourth  rate.  The  rejoindei^ 
again  averred  that  fact,  and  the  defendants  demurred. 

The  second  avowry  stated  specially  the  occupatiooi 

(o)  JpfU  22d. 

U  2  assessment, 
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]  8d4.        assessment)  demand,  summons,  non-payment,  and  war- 
^  """""       rant  of  distress.     Other  avowries  stated  the  distress  to 

Gorenion  of 

BftUTOL  Poor  have  been  taken  on  the  several  warrants,  the  legality  of 
Wait.  wbich  was  Undisputed.  To  these  the  plaintiffs  pleaded 
in  bar,  that  the  goods  were  taken  as  one  entire  distress 
for  all  the  rates,  including  that  imposed  for  the  period 
during  which  they  did  not  occupy  some  part  of  the 
premises.  The  substantial  question  was  the  same  in  all, 
and  it  was  this;  whether  the  defendants  are  entitled  to 
a  return  of  the  goods  distrained,  having  made  one  entire 
distress  under  four  warrants,  one  of  which  was  for 
levying  a  rate  imposed  for  premises,  part  of  which  was 
not  then  in  the  plaintiffs'  occupation. 

The  defendants  argued,  in  the  first  plaoe^  that  this 
Court  could  not  enquire  whether  a  rate  was  properly 
imposed,  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  having  exclusive 
jurisdiction  to  determine  that  question.  In  support  of 
this  proposition  the  case  of  Marshall  v.  Pitman  (a)  was 
cited,  but  we  think  it  proves  no  such  thing.  It  only 
proves  that  an  apothecary,  possessing  personal  property 
in  a  parish  where  he  inhabits,  cannot  treat  as  a  nullity 
a  rate  wherein  he  is  assessed  in  respect  of  his  stock  in 
trade,  though  he  may  be  able  to  shew  that  he  has  no 
stock  in  trade,  and  though  no  other  personal  property 
but  stock  in  trade  has  ever  been  rated  in  that  parish. 
But  as  the  act  renders  personal  property  rateable,  the 
overseers  have  clearly  a  legal  right  to  rate  it,  and  to 
enforce  payment  of  such  rate  by  the  ordinary  means : 
and  the  party  can  have  no  remedy  against  an  unfair  or 
excessive  rate,  but  by  appeal  to  the  quarter  sessions. 
But,  in  the  present  case,  a  rate  has  been  imposed  on  the 
plainUffi  in  respect  of  land  which  they  did  not  occupy ;  a 

(a)  9  Bing,  595. 

rate 
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rate  which  the  overseers  had  no  power  to  make,  nor  the        1834. 
mafristrates  to  enforce.     It  is  like  a  rate  on  land  situate       — 

^  GoTemori  of 

in  a  different  parish,   which,  according  to  HoU  C.  J.,    Bkistol  Poor 

againtt 

in  Groenvdi  v.  Bura)eU{a\  is  *<  an  illegal  tax,  which  the  War. 
justices  have  no  power  to  confirm/'  The  opinion  of  this 
Court  to  the  same  effect  was  expressed  by  Lord  Tenter^ 
dm  in  WecEver  v.  Price  (i).  But  Mitward  v.  Coffin  (c) 
is  in  its  very  terms  exactly  similar  to  the  pr^ent  case> 
with  the  addition  that  the  sessions  had  there  confirmed 
the  rate  on  appeal:  yet  it  was  held  to  be  a  nullity. 
And  that  decision  is  entitled  to  the  more  weight,  be- 
cause it  was  once  questioned  by  Lord  Kern/oti  {Harper  y. 
Carr{d) )  on  another  point ;  with  respect  to  which,  how- 
ever, it  has  been  upheld  both  by  this  Court  {Fletcher  v. 
Wiliins{e))  and  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  (iJi/r- 
rdly.  JVifik{g)):  but  on  this  point  it  has  never  been 
impugned,  and  its  principle  was  adopted  in  Bex  v.  Wei' 
iank{h).  But  it  was  argued  that  the  distress  was  legal, 
inasmuch  as  a  part  of  the  premises  assessed  was  liable  to 
the  rate,  and  that,  by  including  more,  the  distress  might 
indeed  be  excessive^  so  as  to  found  an  action  on  the  case, 
but  was  not  altogether  void,  so  as  to  make  the  seizure 
lUegaL  Numerous  authorities  were  quoted  to  shew  that 
a  distress  may  be  justified,  though  the  distrainer  profess 
to  act  under  an  illegal  warrant,  provided  he  were  at  the 
time  armed  with  a  lawful  one.  This  doctrine  was 
largely  discussed  in  the  late  case  of  Lucas  v.  NockeUs  (1)9 
which  was  cited  as  an  authority  here,  but  seems  to  the 
Court  inapplicable  to  this  case.      The  proposition  is, 

(a)  1  LiL  Raym.  471.  (6)  Z  B.  ^  Ad.  411. 

(c)  «  ir.  BL  1330.  (d)  7  T.  R.  874. 

(e)  6  East,  S85,  286.  (g)  8  Taunt.  369. 

(A)  4  Jf.  4  S.  229.  (i)  4  Bmg,  729.     10  Bing.  157. 

U  3  however. 
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18S4.        however,  established  beyond  question,  that  aa  ofBcer  is 
"  ^    not  confined  in  court  to  the  authority  which  alone  he 

GoTernora  of 

BftiiTOL  Poor  may  have  produced  when  he  acted :  he  may  certainly 
Wait.  resort  to  any  authority  which  he  possessed,  that  justified 
his  proceeding.  The  case  of  Rogers  v.  Birkmre{a)  was 
the  only  decision  which  appeared  to  be  at  variance  with 
this  general  doctrine.  That  was  an  action  of  trespato 
quare  clausum  fregit,  for  entering  a  house  and  seizing 
goods.  The  defendant  justified  under  a  distress  for 
rent  not  only  of  the  house,  but  also  of  a  stable,  the  house 
and  stable  being  held  under  separate  demises  at  separate 
rents.  The  plea  was  held  bad,  and  being  bad  in  part,  in 
respect  of  the  place  in  which  the  goods  were  taken,  was 
clearly  bad  in  the  whole,  not  being  divisible.  Here  the 
action  is  replevin;  three  out  of  the  four  causes  of  taking 
were  justifiable :  there  were  four  separate  warrants ;  each 
cause  of  taking  was  distinct ;  and  the  avowries  being 
separate  for  each  cause  of  distress,  the  plaintiffs  cannot, 
by  averring  that  all  were  acted  on  at  the  same  time,  and 
that  one  was  bad,  invalidate  those  that  were  good. 
With  this  single  exception,  which  is  only  an  exception 
in  appearance,  the  authorities  are  uniform.  Boilers 
Abridgment^  Replevin^  pi.  i,  5. 8.  bears  directly  on  the 
point,  and  is  recognised  in  all  the  books.  The  plead<- 
ings,  therefore,  disclose  a  sufficient  warrant  to  justify 
the  seizure  of  the  plaintiffs'  goods,  and  entitle  the  de- 
fendants to  have  them  returned,  though  an  action  may 
possibly  be  maintainable  for  an  excessive  distress. 
Our  judgment  must  therefore  be  for  the  defendants. 
Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

(/i)  Ca.  temp.  Hardw,  245.    S,  C  2  Sir,  lOia 
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The  Kino  against  The  Lord  of  the  Manor  of 
OuNDLE,  and  his  Steward* 


TV/fANDAMU&    The  writ,  after  reciting  diat  the  Copyholder  in 

2J/X  fee,  turrenden 

maDor  of  OundU  in  Nofihampianshire  was  and  totuchuwsM 
from  time  whereof,  &c,  had  been  an  ancient  manor  MdindefAalt 
wherein  copyhold  estates  had  been  conveyed  by  sur-  tuchappoinu 
render,  went  on  to  state,  that  on,  &c.,  Richard  Bagsddl  ^°of !S.*in 
was  duly  admitted  tenant  in  fee-simple  to  certain  copy-  ^^jj^^J,'  "^^^ 
bold  premises  withia  the  manor,  and  paid  bis  fine  and  been  admitted, 

*^  ^  appoints.     The 

did  the  services,  and  thereupon   became  entitled   to  appointment  ia 

.  agoodexecu. 

convey  the  said  premises  to  such  person  or  persons  as  cionofthe 
should  be  willing  to  become  tenants ;  and  that,  on  the  titie»  the  ap- 
21st  of  December  I8S0,  he  surrendered  the  premises  ^^^^as 
out  of  court,  according  to  the  custom,  "  to  such  uses,  theoopy^^^ 
upon  such  trusts,  and  to  and  for  such  ends,  intents,  and  ^^  ^!^^^ 
purposes,  and  with,  under,  and  subject  to  such  powers,  lord  till  some 
provisoes,  declarations,  and  agreements,  as  Thomas  Daw^  under  his  tur- 

render. 

son  by  any  deed  or  deeds  should  direct  or  appoint,  and      Where,  on 
in  default  of  and  until  such  direction  or  appointment  to  mandamut  (to 
the  use  and  behoof  of  the  said    Thomas  Dawson^  his  iioiderx^on- 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.     And  that  afterwards,  to  ^^^^J^ 
wit,  on  the  22d  day  of  the  same  month,  the  said'  Thomas  J[^*J^'"™'he"d 
Damsonj  in  exercise  and  in  execution  of  the  power  and  lufficient  in 

la«r,  and  a  pe- 

authority  vested  in  him  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  rempiory  man- 
last  mentioned  surrender,  did  by  a  certain  deed  of  ap-  the  Court  wUi' 
pointment  duly  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered,  direct  and  iottanceofthe 

party  making 
audi  return,  direct  the  proMCUtor  to  demur,  in  order  tltat  the  case  may  go  to  a  court  of 
€fnnr* 

Qnan,  Whether,  by  the  ttat.  9  Ann.  c.  80.  <.  9.,  the  return  to  a  mandamut  can  be 

Ito. 

U  4*  appoint 
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18S4.        appoint  that  the  last  mentioned  copyhold  hereditaments 


The  Kiira 


and  premises,  together  with  all  and  singular  appurte- 
againsi  nances  whatsoever  to  the  said  premises  belonging  or  in 
of  the  Manor  any  wise  appertaining,  should  thenceforth  remain  and  be 
'"'°'*^  to  the  only  proper  use  and  behoof  of  one  John  Pruday, 
his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  according  to  the  custom  of 
the  said  manor :  and  thereupon  the  said  John  Pruiay 
became  duly  entitled  to  be  admitted  to  the  last  men- 
tioned copyhold  hereditaments  and  premises  as  tenant 
thereof,  and  is  desirous  and  willing  to  be  admitted 
thereto  as  such  tenant."  The  writ  then  stated  that  the 
lord  and  steward  had  been  applied  to  to  admit  J*.  P. 
pursuant  to  such  surrender  and  deed  of  appointment, 
but  had  refused,  and  it  commanded  them  to  admit  him, 
pursuant  to  the  same,  on  payment  of  the  fine,  &c.,  or 
to  shew  cause  to  the  contrary. 

The   return    stated,   that  after  Ragsdell  had  been 
admitted  as  above,  he,  on  the  said  21st  of  December 

1830,  surrendered  the  premises  to  the  uses  and  in 
the  manner  set  forth  in  an  instrument  of  surrender, 
which  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  26th  of  October 

1831,  presented  by  the  homage  at  a  general  court 
baron  and  customary  court,  and  was  as  follows.  The 
surrender,  as  presented  by  the  homage,  was  then  set 
out,  bearing  date  the  21st  of  December  1830,  signed  by 
Bagsdett^  and  stating  that  in  consideration  of  510/.  paid 
to  him  by  Thomas  Dawson^  the  receipt  whereof  he,  the 
surrenderor,  acknowledged,  and  that  the  same  was  in 
full  for  the  absolute  purchase  of  the  copyhold  pre- 
mises after  mentioned,  he,  Bagsdell,  did  out  of  court 
surrender  all  that  messuage,  &c.  (describing  the  pre- 
mises), and  all  his  estate,  &c.  therein,  to  such  uses,  &c. 
(in  the  words  before  set  out  in  the  writ)  at  the  will  of 

the 
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the  lord,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor.        18S4. 
The  return  then,  after  stating  that  the  premises  men-  ~ 

tioned  in  the  surrender  were  those  referred  to  in  the        agamti 

The  Lord 

writ,  proceeded  as  follows :  —  ^'  And  we  further  certify,    of  the  Manor 
&&,   that  the  said    Thomas  Dawson  in   the  said  sur- 
render named  is  still  living,  and  hath  not  as  yet  been 
admitted  or  claimed  to  be  admitted  to  the  same  copy- 
hold hereditaments  and  premises  as  the  tenant  thereof^ 
pursuant  to  the  said  surrender  or  otherwise;  that  the 
said  surrender  hath  not  to  our  knowledge  or  belief  been 
in  any  manner  vacated  or  become  void,  but  that  the 
same  still  remains  in  full  force  and  virtue,  and  that  no 
surrender  by  the  said  Richard  BagsdeU^  or  by  the  said 
Thomas  Dawson^  of  the  said  copyhold  hereditaments 
and  premises,  to  or  for  the  use  of  the  said  John  Prnday, 
hath  ever  been  presented  or  made  known  unto  the  lord 
of  the  said  manor  or  his  steward,  whereby  or  by  virtue 
whereof  the  said  John  Pruday  hath  or  could  become 
entitled  to  be  admitted  to  the  said  copyhold  heredita- 
ments and  premises  as  tenant  thereof  as  in  the  said  writ 
b  mentioned  and  supposed.     And  for  these  reasons,'* 
&c.     A  concilium   having  been  moved  for,  the  case 
came  on  in  the  crown  paper  in  Hilary  term  last,  and 
was  argued  (a)  by 

W.  Hayes  for  the  prosecutor.  The  appointment  exe- 
cuted by  Dawson  conformably  to,  and  immediately  after 
the  surrender,  gave  Pruday  a  complete  title  to  be  ad- 
mitted :  it  was  not  necessary  that  Dawson  should  have 
been  admitted  to  render  his  appointment  valid.  It  will 
be  contended,  on  the  other  side,  that  a  surrender  is  a 

(a)  Before  IiOrd  Denman  C.  J.,  LiUledaUj  Taunton^  and  PatUtmJu, 
Janutoy  89d« 

common 


of  OlTNDLB, 
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18S4.        common  law  conveyance,  and  must  follow  the  rules  of 
""7"        the  common  law,     [Sir  J.  Campbellj  Solicitor-General. 

The  KiK«  I-  x-       » 

agamti        who  suDDorted  the  return,  said  he  should  concede  that. 

The  Lord 

of  the  Manor  if  Davosofi  had  had  a  naked  power,  the  prosecutor  would 
have  had  a  right  to  admittance,  though  Dawson  had 
not  been  admitted ;  but  he  meant  to  contend,  that  in- 
asmuch as  Dawson  had  an  estate  as  well  as  a  power,  hb 
admittance  was  necessary.]  That  makes  no  difierence. 
In  the  case  where  a  copyholder  surrenders  to  the  use  of 
his  will,  and  afterwards  by  his  will  directs  that  his 
executor  shall  sell,  with  power  to  his  executor  to  ap- 
point in  favour  of  a  purchaser,  the  purchaser  would  be 
entitled  to  admittance  on  the  executor's  appointment, 
though  the  executor  himself  had  not  been  admitted. 
That  case  is  like  the  present,  where  the  surrender  is  to 
such  uses  as  the  surrenderee  shall  by  deed  appoint;  and 
it  makes  no  difference  whether  the  use,  in  default  of  such 
appointment,  be  limited  to  the  surrenderee,  or  whether 
no  provision  be  made  in  case  of  default.  The  appointee 
of  the  surrenderee  is  entitled  to  be  admitted,  like  the 
appointee  of  the  executor.  [Taunton  J.  The  executor 
has  a  mere  power.]  The  question  which  arises  is  the 
same.  The  copyhold,  after  surrender,  must  be  in 
some  one.  The  lord  is  not  prejudiced,  for  the  sur- 
renderor continues  tenant  till  some  one  else  is  admitted ; 
and  while  there  is  a  tenant  the  lord  cannot  insist  on  any 
other  person  being  admitted.  The  use^  also,  in  default 
of  appointment  would  continue  to  the  surrenderor,  if 
no  provision  were  made  respecting  it  in  the  surrender. 
{Patteson  J.  The  limitation  here  to  Dawson  is  not 
only  "  in  default  of,"  but  "  until,"  appointment.]  The 
words  have  precisely  the  same  effect.  It  was  a  sur- 
render to  the  use  of  Dawson  in  fee,  pending  the  appoint- 
ment; 
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ment;  the  surrenderor  continuing  tenant  till  another        1834. 
was  admitted.     Where  there  is  a  limitation  to  the  use       '    ~ 

The  Kino 
of  a  party)  with  power  to  him  to  appoint,  it  is  im- 


The  Lord 

material  whether  the  power  stand  before  the  limitation,    of  the  Manor 


as  here,  or  after.  All  powers  of  appointment  are 
powers  of  revocation;  the  appointment  must  defeat 
some  estate;  the  estate  cannot  have  been  in  abeyance. 
In  Boddington  v.  Abemetki/ {a)^  freehold  estates  were 
settled  to  the  use  of  fV.  R  and  to  other  uses,  and  copy- 
hold estates  were  surrendered  to  the  uses  of  the  same 
settlement  The  deed  of  settlement  contained  a  power 
to  revoke,  determine^  and  make  void  the  uses,  estates, 
trusts,  powers,  and  limitations  therein  contained,  and 
that  power  was  acted  upon  by  a  subsequent  deed,  re- 
voking the  uses  to  which  the  copyholds  had  been  sur- 
rendered, and  limiting  and  appointing  the  same  to  other 
uses;  and  these  latter  uses  were  held  good,  although 
they  defeated  the  prior  vested  estates.  That  case  goes 
the  whole  length  of  the  argument  for  the  present  pro- 
secutor, and  even  farther ;  at  least  it  shews,  that  if  the 
appointment  in  a  case  like  thb  be  well  made,  the  limit- 
ation in  de&ult  cannot  give  any  right  to  be  admitted. 
A  power  is  in  the  nature  of  an  executory  limitation :  i( 
therefore^  the  return  in  this  case  be  maintainable,  it 
may  be  contended,  that  on  a  limitation  of  copyhold  to  A. 
in  fee^  and  if  B.  return  from  Bomef  to  B.  in  fee,  yet,  if 
B.  returned  from  Bomej  A.  would  be  the  person  to  be 
admitted  on  B!s  return,  if  he  had  not  already  been  so. 
It  makes  no  di£krence  that  the  contingency,  as  in  the 
present  case,  is  something  to  be  done  by  A.  The  argu- 
ment on  the  other  side  would  be^  that  wherever  there  is 

(a)  5J9.  4:C776. 

a  limitation 
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1884.  a  limitation  in  fee,  with  a  shifting  limitation  engrafted 
-.  -.  on  it,  the  person  to  whom  the  first  limitation  is  made, 
jgointt       mast,  in    the   first    instance,   be   admitted.      [IMtU' 

The  Lord 

of  the  Minor   dale  J.     Suppose  Dawson  had  made  no  appointment, 

of  OOMDLX. 

but  had  come  in  and  been  admitted,  and  had  held  for 
several  years  as  tenant.  If  he  had  afterwards  wished  to 
sell,  could  he  at  once  have  executed  the  power,  or 
must  he  have  surrendered  ?]  When  he  executed  the 
power,  the  effect  of  his  previous  admittance  would  have 
been  defeated,  and  the  appointee  would  have  had  an 
immediate  right  to  be  admitted.  Boddington  v.  Aber' 
nethy{a)  decides  that.  \Taunton  J.  If  Dawson  had 
been  admitted  and  not  made  any  appointment,  had  not 
he  such  an  interest  as  would  have  descended  to  his 
heirs,  and  given  them  a  right  to  admission  ?  Then  he 
had  an  interest  as  well  as  a  power,  after  the  surrender 
by  RagsdelL]  Whatever  might  have  been  the  case  in 
the  event  supposed,  the  appointment  here  was  made, 
and  gave  the  use  a  different  direction;  the  question, 
therefore,  does  not  arise.  Here  are  a  valid  power  and  a 
valid  execution :  as  soon  as  the  appointment  was  made, 
the  original  surrender  became  a  surrender  to  the  use  of 
the  appointee  Jn  fee ;  as  in  the  case  of  a  fireehold  estate, 
where  the  fee  is  conveyed  by  deed  subject  to  a  power 
of  appointment,  on  the  execution  of  such  power  the 
freehold  vests  by  relation  back  to  the  deed.  Here^ 
upon  the  appointment  made  to  Pruday  in  conformity  to 
JRagsdelTs  surrender,  the  intermediate  interest  of  Datxh 
son  was  struck  out,  and  the  whole  right  vested  in  the 
appointee.  Either  the  appointment  is  not  good  at  all, 
or  it  is  good  for  this  purpose.     The  use,  to  which  a 

(a)  SB.  4:0.716. 

copyhold 
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copyhold  is  surrendered^  is  rather  an  equitable  than  a       18S4. 

legal  interest ;  the  lord  b)  indeed,  compellable  to  admit, 

hot  the  person  to  whose  use  the  surrender  is  has  no        agamtt 

The  Lord 

legal  estate,  though  he  has  a  legal  remedy;  and  the  of  the  Manor 
function  performed  by  the  lord  in  admitting^  is  directed 
by  the  will  of  the  surrenderor.  **  The  lord  is  only  as 
an  instrument  to  convey  the  estate,  and  as  it  were  put 
in  trust  to  make  such  an  admittance  as  he  who  sur- 
renders would  have  him  to  make ;"  Brooi^s  case  (a). 

Sir  J*.  Campbell^  Solicitor-General,  contriL  The  daim 
now  insisted  upon  would,  if  it  prevailed,  make  an  entire 
change  in  the  law  as  to  admittances,  for  by  surrender- 
ing to  such  uses  as  purchasers  might  appoint,  a  copy- 
hdd  might  be  transmitted  from  one  to  another  in- 
definitely, without  any  of  the  parties  being  admitted. 
{^Paiieson  J.  It  has  been  held  that  where  a  copyholder 
sells  to  A^  and  A.^  before  any  surrender,  conveys  his 
interest  to  JB.,  the  original  vendor  may  at  once  sur- 
render to  jB.,  and  he  may  claim  admittance,  though 
A.f  the  intermediate  party,  was  not  admitted :  Bex  v. 
The  Lord  of  the  Manor  of  Hendon  (ft).]  A.j  there, 
never  had  a  right  to  be  admitted.  The  questioii  here 
is,  whether  Dawson  had  a  mere  power,  or  an  interest 
also.  In  the  former  case  it  may  be  conceded,  for  argu- 
ment's sake,  that  he  might  appoint  without  being  ad- 
mitted, though  Lord  Kensington  v.  ManseU{c\  which 
may  be  cited  as  to  this  point,  is  perhaps  no  authority 
in  a  case  where  the  power  is  to  be  executed  not  by 
the  surrenderor  himself,  but  by  a  stranger.  But  the 
principle  here  relied  upon  on  behalf  of  the  lord  is,  that 

(a)  Popk.  IS5.  if)  S  r.  R.  484.  (c)  18  Veu  Jun.  94a 

there 
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1 8S4.       there  can  be  no  alienation,  or  substitution  of  the  tenancy, 

of  copyhold,  but  by  surrender:  and  a  surrenderee  can- 
The  KiNd  '^*'  '' 

agama        not  Surrender  again  till  he  has  been  admitted.     Damson 

of  the  Manor  in  this  case  purchased,  and  Bagsdell  surrendered  to 
him,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  to  such  uses  and 
upon  such  trusts  as  he  should  appoint;  and,  in  deiault 
of  appointment,  to  his  own  use  in  fee.  It  is  the  same 
as  if  the  surrender  had  been  to  him  in  fee,  with  power 
to  appoint  uses  and  trusts.  But  the  surrender  to  him 
in  fee  of  itself  implied  such  a  power;  he  became  by 
that  the  absolute  owner ;  he  might  have  brought  eject- 
ment without  being  admitted  till  the  trial :  Holdfast  denu 
WooUams  v.  Clapham  {a\  Doe^  Lessee  of  Benningionj  v. 
HaU{b).  If  the  surrender  had  been  made  without  any 
express  power,  he  would  not  have  taken  any  greater 
interest  It  is  not  controlled  or  limited  by  the  additional 
mention  of  the  power.  {Taunton  J.  You  mean  by  in- 
terest, not  a  vested  interest  in  praesenti,  but  that  which 
results  from  the  right  to  be  admitted  at  any  time.]  It 
is  a  peculiar  interest,  but  it  is  recognised  as  one  by  law, 
and  sufficiently  distinguishes  the  person  to  whose  use 
a  surrender  is  made,  as  in  this  case,  from  the  mere 
donee  of  a  power.  A  devise  to  executors  to  sell,  carries 
an  interest,  and  they  must  be  admitted ;  not  so  if  they 
have  merely  a  power  to  appoint  In  Beal  v.  Sliep- 
herd  {c\  where  the  question  was,  whether  the  party 
having,  by  devise,  a  power  to  sell,  must  previously  be 
admitted  and  surrender,  it  was  held  that  she  need  not, 
because  she  had  an  authority  only,  and  not  an  interest; 
and  Holder  dem.  Sulyard  v.  Preston  (d)  was  decided  on 


(a)  1  r.  i7.600.  (6)  16  jETas/,  208. 

(c)  Cra.  Jac.  199.  (</)  S  fTS*.  iOa 


the 
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the  same  ground.    Doe  dem.  Woodcock  ▼•  Barthrap  (a)  is        18S4. 
no  authority  for  the  prosecutor.     There,  copyhold  was  ~ 

devised  to  A.  and  jB.  and  their  heirs,  in  trust  to  permit        affdnu 

Tbe  Lord 

JIf .  to  enjoy  the  same  during  her  life;  and  subject  to  of  the  Manor 
such  estate,  the  premises  were  devised  to  such  persons 
as  M.  should  by  will  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment, to  Jlf.'s  right  heirs.  The  trustees  were  admitted, 
but  M.  was  not;  and  it  was  held  that  the  appointee 
under  Jlf*'s  will  took  a  legal  estate,  though  the  trustees 
had  never  surrendered  to  the  use  of  the  will.  But  there 
the  Court  considered  that  the  trustees  were  tenants  for 
the  life  of  M. ;  that  her  appointee  was  entitled  in  re- 
mainder, and  that  he^  as  remainder-man,  was  already 
admitted  by  the  admission  of  the  tenants  for  life.  [Lit" 
UedaU  J.  In  the  present  case,  Dawson^  if  once  admit- 
ted, could  only  be  got  out  again  by  surrendering;  you 
say  that  he  must  do  that  as  well  as  appoint.]  When 
once  in,  he  would  be  tenant  in  fee ;  the  mere  appoint- 
ment would  be  nugatory.  \Tatmton  J.  You  say  that 
he  has  n6  more  control  with  the  power  of  appointment 
than  without  it.  UttUdale  J.  If  so,  there  could  be  no 
good  power  of  appointment  under  circumstances  like 
these.  Taunton  J.  In  the  case  of  freehold,  it  was  made 
a  question  some  years  ago»  whether  the  person  who  was 
owner  of  the  fee  could  at  the  same  time  have  a  power 
of  appointment  over  the  whole  estate,  and  it  was  held 
that  he  might:  MaundreU  v.  Maundrell  {b).  Patteson  J. 
The  same  doctrine  was  acted  upon  in  Boach  v.  Wad- 

(a)  5  7imii/.aR9. 

{h)  7  Kec  jun.  567.  10  Vex,  }un.  246.  See  Mr.  Dutler^*  notes  on 
Cote  upon  JJUkiotif  there  cited ;  Co,  LUt.  216.  a.  note  2.  S79.  b.  note  1. : 
■bo  241.  a.  note  (4).  See  tee  alto  Ray  ▼.  Pungt  SB.f  Aid.  561.  And, 
•stothe  caeeof  Maundrdly,  Maundrdlj  Sugden  on  Powers,  p.  82.  5tb  edit. 

ham^ 
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1834.       ham{a\  where  an  estate  was  conveyed  to  a  trustee  in 
■  fee  to  the  use  of  such  person  and  for  such  estate  as  fV, 

The  Kino  ^  ^ 

againa        should  appoint,  and,  in  default  of  such  appointment,  to 

The  Lord 

of  the  Manor  W.  in  fee,  and  it  was  held  that  an  appointment  made 
by  Wi  was  an  execution  of  the  power,  and  that  the 
appointee  came  in^  paramount  to,  and  not  under,  Wt 
That  is  the  point  made  here  by  the  prosecutor.]  Such 
a  mode  of  passing  copyhold  would  be  new,  and  de- 
structive to  the  rights  of  the  lord ;  for,  as  was  said  in 
Bex  V.  The  Lord  of  the  Manor  of  Hendon  (6),  a  private 
agreement  between  parties,  not  followed  up  by  a  sur- 
render, could  not  give  the  lord  any  right  to  a  fine. 
Every  purchaser,  by  means  of  such  an  instrument  as 
this,  might  obtain  the  dominion  of  the  copyhold.  In 
Boddington  v.  Abemethy  (c),  the  question  discussed  was, 
whether  springing  uses,  to  defeat  vested  estates,  could 
be  limited  in  a  surrender  of  copyhold.  The  rights  of 
the  lord  were  not  in  discussion  there,  (or  in  that  case 
the  first  party  who  took  the  copyhold  in  pursuance  of 
the  deed  of  settlement  was  admitted,  and  upon  every 
subsequent  transfer  there  was  a  surrender  and  ad- 
mittance. 

W»  HayeSi  in  reply.  As  to  the  supposed  novelty  of 
the  conveyance  of  copyhold  by  surrender  to  such  uses 
as  shall  afterwards  be  appointed,  the  contrary  is  shewn 
in  Sander^ s  Treatise  on  Surrenders  of  Copyhold  Property^ 
p.  S5.i  where  it  is  said,  ^^  In  fact,  on  every  surrender 
to  such  uses,  as  the  surrenderor  shall  appoint,  either  by 
deed  or  will,  and  which  in  practice  is  of  frequent  occur^ 
rencCf  the  use  to  arise  under  the  surrender  is  an  use 
commencing  in  futuro."    And  it  is  not  there  considered 

(a)  6  East,  989.  (6)  2  T.  R,  484.  (c)  5  J?.  *  C.  776. 

material 
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material  whether  the  use  in  the  meantime  be  in  the        18S4* 

surrenderor,   or  in   a  donee  of  the  power,   or  in  a 

....  The  Kixo 

stranger*     The  party  to  whom  the  use  is  limited  in        agaitut 

default  of  (or  in  default  of  and  until)  appointment,  is  of  the  Manor 
entitled  to  admittance,  but  if  admitted  he  is  in  subject 
to  the  power.  Maundrell  v.  MaundreU  {a)  shews  that 
the  power  is  npt  merged  in  the  fee,  where  they  unite  in 
the  same  person.  And  the  execution  of  the  power  so 
entirely  overreaches  the  intermediate  use,  that  where 
an  estate  was  conveyed  to  such  uses  as  A.  should  ap- 
point, and  in  the  meantime  to  A.  for  life,  after  which  a 
judgment  was  recovered  against  A.y  who  subsequently 
appointed,  it  was  held  that  the  creditor  could  not  take 
the  lands  under  an  elegit,  his  lien  being  defeated  by  the 
execution  of  the  power :  Doe  detn.  Wigan  v.  Jones  {b). 
[Patteson  J.  The  judgment  was  not  the  act  of  the  ap- 
pointor, but  a  proceeding  in  invitum.]  And,  therefore, 
it  was  held  to  fall  within  the  rule^  thatwhen  a  power  is 
executed,  the  person  taking  under  it  takes  under  him 
who  created  the  power,  not  under  him  who  executes  it: 
the  only  exceptions  being,  where  the  person  executing 
the  power  has  granted  a  lease  or  other  interest,  which 
he  may  do  by  virtue  of  his  estate,  for  then  he  is  not 
allowed  to  defeat  his  own  act.  And  that  would  have 
been  so  here,  if  Dawson  had  been  admitted  and  had 
surrendered  to  a  purchaser.  [Ldttledak  J.  If  Damoson 
had  been  admitted,  and  had  not  previously  appointed, 
do  you  say  that  he  could  have  executed  the  power?] 
He  could ;  the  use  would  continue  directory  to  the  lord 
till  the  execution  of  an  appointment ;  it  receives  no  ap- 
plication till  then.  [Patteson  J.  If  Dawson  were  now 
to  be  admitted,  he  must  be  admitted  to  some  estate: 

(a)  10  Ktff.  jiin.  246.  (6)  10  B.  ^  C.  459. 

Vol.  I.  X  then 
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18S4.        then  what  would  there  be  to  prevent  his  surrendering 

to  some   other  person  than   the  prosecutor?]     If  he 

again$i        were  now  to  be  admitted,  and  not  the  prosecutor,  it 

The  Lord 

of  the  Manor  would  be  difficult  to  say  how  the  legal  estate  could  be 
got  from  him,  and  to  the  prosecutor,  so  that  there 
should  be  an  execution  of  the  power.  As  to  the  ob- 
jection that  Dawsofif  according  to  the  present  argument, 
would  have  had  the  entire  dominion  of  the  copyhold 
without  being  admitted,  he  could  have  no  legal  dominion 
till  admittance ;  he  would  only  have  the  use  as  limited 
for  the  purpose  pointed  out  in  the  surrender  to  him, 
and  the  right  of  compelling  the  lord  to  admit.  Beal  v. 
Shepherd  {a)  is  in  favour  of  the  prosecutor,  for  it  was 
held  there  that,  on  the  execution  of  the  authority  by 
the  wife's  attomies,  the  vendee  was  in  by  the  will,  to 
the  uses  of  which  the  husband  had  surrendered,  and 
that  no  further  surrender  was  necessary,  notwithstand- 
ing the  intermediate  life  estate  which  had  vested  in  tlie 
wife.  IThe  Solicitor-GeneraL  Suppose  Dawson  had 
been  admitted  in  fee  before  appointment,  and  he  had 
then  executed  the  power  in  favour  of  the  prosecutor : 
it  must  be  contended  that  in  that  case  the  prosecutor 
would  have  been  in  under  the  original  surrender.  Then 
all  that  had  been  done  in  the  mean  time  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  avoided ;  which  appears  an  absurdity.]  The 
same  difficulty  might  be  put  in  cases  of  freehold  limit- 
ations.  But  when  it  is  said  that  the  execution  of  the 
power  relates  back  to  its  creation,  it  is  not  meant  that 
the  party  who  comes  in  under  it  is  in,  in  point  of  time, 
from  that  period,  but  that  he  is  so  in  point  of  legal 
effect :  there  is  a  change  of  title  as  from  that  time. 

Cw\  adv.  vuli. 

(o)  Cro.  Jac,  199. 

Lord 
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Lord  Denman  C.  J.  in  this  term  {April  22d)  de*       18S4. 

livered  the  jud£:ment  of  the  Court.  '    ~ 

•^      "  The  Kma 

The  case  of  The  Kins  v.  The  Lord  of  the  Manor  of      against 

rx  .  .  The  Lord 

Oundle  arose  on  the  return  to  a  writ  of  mandamus  issued  of  the  Manor 
at  the  instance  of  John  Pruday^  to  compel  his  admission 
to  certain  copyhold  hereditaments.  The  writ  set  forth 
that  one  Ragsdell^  being  seised  of  them  in  fee,  surren- 
dered them  to  such  uses  as  one  Dawson  should  by  deed 
direct  and  appoint;  and  in  default  of  and  until  such 
direction  and  appointment,  to  the  use  of  Dawson  in  fee; 
and  that  Dawson  did  afterwards,  by  deed,  direct  and 
appoint  that  the  said  premises  should  remain  to  the  use 
of  Prudajff  who  thereupon  became  entitled  to  be  ad- 
mitted. The  return  introduced  no  additional  fact,  but 
stated,  by  way  of  observation,  that  Dawson  had  never 
been  admitted,  nor  had  he  or  Ragsdell  ever  surrendered 
the  premises  to  the  use  o(  Pruday* 

And  whether  such  admittance  and  surrender  was 
necessary,  was  the  question  argued  before  us;  Pruday 
claiming  to  be  admitted  as  the  person  to  whose  use  the 
surrender  by  Ragsdell  enured  by  virtue  of  the  deed  of 
appointment  executed  by  Dawson^  while  the  lord  con- 
tended that,  as  Dawson  took  not  only  a  power  of  ap- 
pointment, but  also  an  interest  in  the  mean  time  under 
the  surrender  by  Ragsdell,  he  ought  to  have  been  ad- 
mitted and  paid  his  fine,  before  he  could  by  deed 
appoint  to  Pruday. 

The  application  to  copyhold  property  of  the  general 
doctrine,  that  an  appointee  under  a  power  takes  by  the 
instrument  creating  the  power,  and  not  under  that  by 
which  the  power  is  executed,  was  not  disputed;  nor 
was  it  denied  that  trustees  with  a  mere  power  to  sell 
were  not  compellable  to  come  in  as  tenants,  in  con- 

X  2  formity 
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1834.        formity  with  Beat  v.  Shepherd  (a),  Holder  dem.  Sufyard 

J~r       ▼•  Prestmib). 
The  Kmo  ^ . ' 

agpmu  But  a  distinction  between  those  cases  and  the  present 

TbeLoid  ,     .     . 

of  the  Manor  was  Strongly  insisted  upon;  for,  here,  Damson  was  not 
a  mere  trustee  to  sell,  but  was  surrenderee  in  fee  for 
his  own  benefit,  until  and  unless  he  should  make  an 
appointment:  that  event  might  never  have  happened, 
and,  at  any  rate,  without  his  being  admitted,  his  interest 
could  not  be  transferred  to  Pruday. 

But  it  appears  to  us  that  these  premises  may  be  cor^ 
rect,  without  leading  to  the  conclusion.  The  lord  never 
is  nor  can  be  for  one  moment  deprived  of  a  tenant,  for 
the  estate  must  always  be  in  some  person. 

In  the  two  pases  above  cited  of  trustees  to  sell,  without 
an  interest,  the  estate  was  not  in  abeyance  till  sale^  but 
remained  in  the  heir  of  the  devisor,  which  heir  the  lord 
might  have  compelled  to  be  admitted,  if  the  sale  was 
not  made  in  reasonable  time :  but  when  such  sale  was 
made,  the  purchaser  was  entided  to  be  admitted  under 
the  surrender  to  the  uses  of  the  will,  just  as  if  he  had 
been  a  de^see  named  in  it. 

So»  here^  Ragsddl  remains  tenant  to  the  lord  until 
some  person  is  admitted  under  his  surrender.  No 
doubt  Dinoson  might  have  declined  to  execute  any  deed 
of  appointment;  and  if  he  had  declined,  he  Could  not, 
without  admittance  and  surrender,  have  passed  his  in- 
terest to  another ;  but  as  he  has  chosen  to  execute  a 
deed  of  appointment  under  the  power,  his  appointee^ 
the  present  applicant,  takes  nothing  from  him,  but 
becomes  the  surrenderee  of  Ragsdellf  just  as  if  he  had 
been  named  in  the  surrender. 

(a)  Cre.  Jac  199.  (6}  8  V^iU.  'loa 

It 
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It  fisliows  that  he  is  entitled  to  be  admitted  without       1834. 
Dawson*s  having  been  admitted,  and  that  a  peremptory  ^^^ 

mandamus  must  issue.  agauui 

TheLofd 

What  the  effect  of  DawsofCs  being  admitted  might    of  the  Manor 

of  OUXBLB* 

have  been,  is  a  question  which  we  are  not  required  to 
determine. 

Peremptory  mandamus  awarded. 

On  a  subsequent  day  of  this  term,  Sir  J.  Campbell 
(Attomey-Oeneral)  and  Swann  moved  for  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  the  following  order  should  not  be  made; 
yiz.  that  the  prosecutor  should  demur  to  the  return, 
and  the  defendants  forthwith  join  in  demurrer,  and  judg- 
ment thereupon  be  entered  on  the  record  that  the  said 
return  should  be  quashed  for  the  insufficiency  thereof^ 
and  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  awarded.  They 
stated  that  the  defendants  would  consent  that  judgment 
should  go  against  them  on  the  demurrer  without  argu- 
ment, the  object  of  this  application  being,  that  the  ques- 
tion  discussed  upon  the  return  might  be  carried  before  a 
court  of  error,  which,  at  present,  the  parties  were  pre- 
cluded from  doing.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  asked  if  there 
were  any  instance  of  a  party  who  had  obtained  judgment 
on  a  concilium,  being  afterwards  obliged  to  demur.]  It 
is  only  since  the  act  1  fFI  4.  c,  21.  s.  3.,  that  the  pro- 
visions of  9  Arm*  c  20.  s.  2.  have  been  i^plicable  to 
write  of  mandamus  in  general.  The  present  case,  there* 
fore^  is  not  likely  to  have  occurred.  [PaUeson  J.  The 
statute  oiAnne  says  nothing  of  demurring  to  a  return. 
It  seems  to  leave  the  old  practice  of  moving  to  quash, 
as  it  stood  before.  Parke  J.  You  will  consider  whether 
you  would  be  in  a  better  situation  by  demurring.]  The 
Court  then  granted  a  rule  nisi;  against  which, 

X  S  Piatt, 
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1834<.  PlaUf  on  a  subseqaent  day  of  the  term  {May  8tb), 

"~~       shewed  cause^  and  contended  that  the  lord,  having  been 

The  KiHO  ^  '  ^^ 

agmnti        by  peremptory  mandamus  commanded  to  admit  the 

The  Lord 

of  the  Manor    prosecutor,  could  not  now  get  rid  of  the  judgment  ot 
the  Court  by  an  application  like  the  present. 

Sir  J.  Campbell^  Attorney-General,  vmA  Swarm  contrL 
The  effect  of  stat  1  ^.4.  c.2l.  was  to  put  all  writs  of 
mandamus  on  the  same  footing  as  those  relating  to  the 
offices  which  are  regulated  by  9  Ann.  c,  20.;  and  the 
object  of  this  latter  statute  was,  that  a  party  dissatisfied 
with  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  might  obtain  that 
of  a  court  of  error.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  If  he  put  the 
case  in  the  proper  train.]  Formerly,  the  remedy,  in 
case  of  a  refusal  to  admit,  was  in  equity ;  and  there  the 
party  might  have  had  an  appeal :  it  would  be  hard  if, 
under  the  statute  of  Anne^  as  extended  by  that  of  W.  4., 
he  should  not  have  the  same  redress.  Before  the  statute 
of  W.  4.  was  passed,  the  Court,  in  a  doubtful  case  of  the 
present  description,  would  not  have  granted  a  peremptory 
mandamus,  but  would  have  let  the  parties  go  into  equity. 
It  is  true  that  demurring  to  a  return  is  not  expressly 
mentioned  in  the  statute  oi  Anne:  but  it  is  said  that  the 
prosecutor  may  "  plead  to  or  traverse  all  or  any  of  the 
material  facts  contained  in  the  return : "  he  may,  there- 
fore, plead  that  they  do  not  amount  to  a  sufficient  return 
in  law ;  and  a  substantial  demurrer  would  be  an  issuable 
plea,  within  the  meaning  of  a  judge's  order.  \_Pattes(m  J. 
The  original  practice  was,  that  the  party  objecting  to  a 
return  made  an  application  to  the  Court  to  quash  it, 
which  was  in  the  nature  of  a  demurrer :  if  such  appli- 
cation was  rejected,  a  peremptory  mandamus  went,  and 
there  could  be  no  proceeding  in  error.     The  statute  of 

Anne 


of  OVMDU. 
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Atme  does  not  remove  any  difficulty  in  that  respect.]        1834. 
In  cases  under  that  statute  there  could  have  been  no       '^    ~ 

The  Kma 

remedy  in  equity.     \PaUeson  J.    Is  there  any  instance        avanai 

Xoe  liOrd 

in  which  this  Couit  has  refused  to  carry  its  own  judg-  of  the  Manor 
ment  into  execution  ?]  This  is  an  experimental  sur- 
render. IPattesan  J.  The  same  question  which  it 
raises,  or  nearly  the  same,  has  been  very  much  dis- 
cussed, in  treatises  and  otherwise.]  It  must  be  ad- 
mitted that  there  would  be  a  difficulty  in  forcing  the 
prosecutor  to  demur.  [Littledale  J.  The  concilium  is 
the  usual  mode  of  demurring  in  such  cases.  Patteson  J. 
We  considered  it  as  equivalent  to  that,  in  Rex  v.  TTie 
Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  London  (a),  where  the  pro- 
secutor having  moved  for  a  concilium,  and  so  obtained 
judgment  on  the  validity  of  the  return  in  law,  the  Court 
held  that  he  could  not  afterwards  traverse  the  facts  con- 
tained in  it] 

The  Court  (6)  discharged  the  rule  with  costs  (c). 

(a)  ^B,  i  Ad,  375.  See  also^  as  to  the  practice  of  ditniiaing  the 
▼alidity  of  a  return  on  a  concilium,  Bex  ▼.  The  St,  Xalharine  Dock 
Compamf,  A  B,  ^  Ad,  360. 

(b)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LiUiedale,  Pattetoth  and  WVUanuSu 
{e)  In  the  next  term,  PlaUt  on  behalf  of  the  prosecutor,  moved  for  the 

coata  of  the  mandamus,  pursuant  to  \W,^,  c.  SI.  $,  6.,  but  the  Court 
(Lewd  Denman  C  J.,  LitUedale,  Taunton,  and  WiUiama  Js.)  refused  the 
application ;  and  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  observed,  that  the  granting  of  ooets 
waa  entirely  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  and  the  case  bad  been  much 
too  doubtfiil  a  one  to  warrant  their  doing  so  in  this  instance. 


X  4 
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Doe  dem.   Mart   Shaw,   Widow,  against 
Steward  and  Others, 


Tetutorbe-  XpJECTMENT.  At  the  Spring  assises  for  Kent^ 
theroiduvofa  18SS,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plainti£^  subject 

^in^aehe*  ^^  the  Opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  following  case:  — 
lhre"imnnhj?it      George  Greetvway  being  possessed  of  the  premises  in 
Smd^^'J^    question  under  a  demise  to  him,  his  executors,  &c.  for 
bis  deceatr,  or    fifty-nine  vears  from  the  25th  oi  December  1801,  made  his 

giYing  up  po»- 

■enion  of  the     will,  as  to  his  interest  in  the  said  term,  as  follows :  — 
laid  houMy  or 

io  caM  he  '^  I  give  and  bequeath   unto  my  grandson  James 

gage  the  lame,  <S%^Rv,  all  that  my  leasehold  messuage  or  tenement  and 
wifeof  &,'to  ^  public  house  called  the  Rose  and  Crawn^  wherein  I  now 
^wa^ntoher    '"^^^^J  situate  in  Greenwich  aforesaid,  together  with  the 


'^ai**^r*"f  tha    ^"thouses,  workshops,  8cc^*'  (the  premises  for  which  this 

term,  in  caM      action  was  brouffht) ;  **  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said 

she  iboiild  so  ^     ' 

long  live  James  Shaw  for  and  during  all  my  estate  and  interest 

thereliit  and 

continue  Uie  and  term  of  years  therein,  in  case  he  shaU  so  long  live 

and  unmarried,  and  contintie  to  inhabit  the  said  houscy  and  from  and 

leuion,  but**"  ^^^^  *'*  decease  or  giving  up  the  possession  of  the  said 

^!™?[^  house,  or  in  case  he  shall  mortgage  the  same,  then  I  give 

Invent  dreom-  and  bequeath  the  same  premises  unto  Mary  Shaw,  the 

went  to  tea,  wife  of  the  said  James  Shaw,  to  hold  the  same  unto  the 

Jearing  hb  wife 

a.id  family  on  the  premises,  where  the  wife  continued  to  carry  on  his  bunness.  He  returned 
in  six  months,  and  resided  on  ftke  premises  as  before,  till  he  and  his  wife  were  turned  out 
ot  possession,  a  commission  of  bankrupt  having  issued  against  him,  under  which  the  as- 
aignees  sold  the  property.     S»  died,  and  the  widow  brought  ejectment  for  the  premises : 

Held,  that  5.*s  going  to  sea  as  above  mentioned,  was  not  a  "  giving  up  possession" 
within  the  meaning  of  the  will  $  and,  semble,  that  his  being  tumdl  out  of  the  premiaea 
after  they  were  sold  by  the  assignees,  had  not  that  effect.     But, 

Held,  that  the  interest  which  the  wife  took  under  the  will,  being  contingent  upon  events 
of  which  some  might  have  happened  during  the  husband's  lifetime,  was  an  interest  which 
the  husband  might  asugn  at  law ;  and  that  the  wife  had  not  an  equitable  interest  sufficienUy 
clear  to  enable  the  Court  to  say  that  the  assigneei  did  not  become  entitled  to  the  premises 
niider  the  bankruptcy. 

sud 
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said  Mary  Shaw  ibr  and  during  the  remainder  of  the  term       1 834. 

of  years  therein  then  to  come,  in  case  she  shall  so  long 

live  therein,  and  remain  the  widow  of  the  said  Jaines        Sbaw 

agauui 

Shaw  and  unmarried,  and  from  and  after  her  decease  SnwAmii. 
or  marriage  as  aforesaid,  then  I  give  and  bequeath  the 
same  premises  unto  all  and  every  the  lawful  children  of 
the  said  James  Shaw  which  shall  be  then  livings  to  hold 
the  same  unto  them,  their  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns,  as  tenants  in  common,  witif  benefit  of  sur- 
vivorship." 

The  testator  died,  leaving  the  said  James  Shaw  and 
Mafy  Shaw  him  surviving ;  whereupon  the  said  James 
Shaw,  with  the  assent  of  the  executors,  took  possession 
of  the  bequeathed  premises,  and  continued  to  reside 
thereon  till  November  1813,  when  being  in  insolvent 
circumstances,  he  quitted  the  premises  and  went  to  sea, 
leaving  his  wife  and  family  on  the  premises ;  and  she 
continued  to  reside  and  carry  on  the  business  during 
his  absence,  which  was  about  six  months. 

A  commission  of  bankrupt,  dated  24th  of  December 
1813,  was  issued  against  James  Shaw,  soon  after  his  de- 
parture, and  the  usual  assignment  executed.  After  the 
issuing  of  the  commission,  Shaw  returned  and  resided 
with  his  wife  and  family  on  the  premises,  and  continued 
to  carry  on  the  business  there  till  the  sale  thereof  was 
completed  by  the  assignees,  when  he  and  his  wife  were 
tamed  out,  and  the  vendee,  under  whom  the  defendants 
claimed,  took  and  retained  possession.  On  the  4th  of 
August  1831,  Shaw  died,  leaving  his  widow,  Mary  Shaw, 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  him  surviving.  On  the  9th  of 
the  same  month,  Mary  Shaw,  the  said  widow,  who  then 
was  and  from  thence  hitherto  hath  continued  unmarried, 

demanded 
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1834.        denmnded  possession.     This  case  was  argaed  in  last 
Hilary  term  (a). 

Phtt  for  the  plaintiff.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
interest,  which  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  took  under  the 
will  of  the  testator,  passed  to  the  assignees  of  her  late 
husband  on  his  bankruptcy.  Assignees  of  a  bankrupt 
take  by  the  assignment  only  such  interest  in  lands,  &c. 
as  the  bankrupt  '<  may  lawfully  depart  withal ;"  that  is, 
by  his  own  act.  The  wife's  interest  here  was  not  of  that 
nature.  He  could  not  have  reduced  it  into  legal  pos- 
session. The  contrary  might,  indeed,  be  inferred  from 
Co.  Lit.  46.  &.,  where  it  is  said,  that  if  a  man  be  pos- 
sessed of  a  term  for  forty  years  in  his  wife's  right,  and 
make  a  lease  for  twenty,  reserving  rent,  and  die,  the 
husband's  executors  shall  have  the  rent.  But  in  'Enani^ 
case,  cited  by  Lord  Hale  in  his  note  on  this  passage, 
the  decision  appears  to  have  been  otherwise.  It  is 
further  laid  down  in  Co.  Litt.  46. 6.,  that  '*  if  a  lease  be 
made  to  a  baron  and  feme  for  term  of  their  lives,  the 
remainder  to  the  executors  of  the  survivor  of  them,  the 
husband  grant  away  this  term  and  dieth,  this  shall  not 
bar  the  wife^  for  that  the  wife  had  but  a  possibility,  and 
no  interest"  In  the  present  case  the  wife  had  but  a 
possibility,  Matthew  Manning*s  case  (6),  and  the  hus« 
band  could  not  dispose  of  it.  In  Amner  v.  Lodington{c)j 
a  termor  left  by  will  his  lease  to  his  wife  during  her  life, 
and  after  her  death,  <<  to  her  children  unpreferred."  It 
was  held  that  this  was  a  possibility  in  the  children,  and 

(a)  January  84th  and  95th.     Before  hotdDenman  C.  J.,  IMilediUe, 
Taunton,  and  PaUeion  Js. 
(6)  8JUp.95.a. 
(c)  8  Jbp.  96.  b.    2  Leon.  92.    3  Loon.  89. 

that 
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that  while  the  wife  lired,  a  sale  by  the  wife,  or  by  the        18S4. 

sheriff  under  a  fi.  fa.  acrainst  a  husband  whom  she  had        — — 
°  Dob  dem. 

married,  could  not  destroy  the  executory  devise.     In  a         Shaw 

case,  17  Eliz,y  cited  in  Lampefs  case  (a),  a  lease  was  Shwakb^ 
made  to  husband  and  wife  for  twenty-one  years,  re- 
mainder to  the  survivor  of  them  for  twenty-one  years ; 
and  it  was  held  that,  by  reason  of  the  uncertainty,  the 
husband  could  not  grant  the  term.  The  testator  in  the 
present  case  intended  the  wife  to  have  the  estate  after 
the  husband's  death,  and  not  only  limited  his  interest  to 
the  term  of  his  life,  but  directed  that  such  interest  should 
cease,  and  the  wife  become  entitled,  on  his  mortgaging, 
or  ceasing  to  reside  on  the  premises.  Clearly  he  did 
not  mean  to  give  the  husband  a  control  over  the  interest 
which,  according  to  the  will,  was  to  vest  in  the  wife  on 
these  events.  In  Watkins  on  Conveyancings  by  Merri- 
fields  p.  202,  several  authorities  are  referred  to,  which 
shew  that  where  personal  estate  is  bequeathed  for  Ufe  or 
otherwise,  and,  upon  the  decease  of  the  devisee  or 
legatee,  or  some  other  contingency,  then  over,  such  de- 
vise over  cannot  be  defeated  by  the  first  legatee.  In 
Gage  v.  Acton  (&),  HoU  C.  J.  held,  *<  that  where  the 
wife  hath  any  right  or  duty,  which  by  possibility  may 
happen  to  accrue  during  the  coverture,  the  husband 
may,  by  release,  discharge  it ;  but  where  the  wife  hath 
a  right  or  duty,  which  by  no  possibility  can  accrue  to 
her  during  coverture,  the  husband  cannot  release  it.** 
But  the  other  Judges  were  of  the  contrary  opinion. 
The  events  relied  upon  in  this  case  as  divesting  the 
husband's  interest  during  his  life,  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  will,  are  not  of  the  nature  supposed. 

(a)  lOJi<p.51.a.  (6)  1  &itt.  3S7. 

Slun/% 
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1884.       Statt^s  absence  from  the  prenuses  was  not  a  ceasmg  to 
7"       inhabit    He  personally  withdrew  for  a  few  months,  but 

Doi  twin* 

Shaw  his  family  remained ;  and  the  testator  could  not  mean  to 
Skbwam.  debar  him  from  leaving  the  place,  animo  revertendL 
The  inhabitancy  by  him,  during  the  whole  time,  would 
have  been  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  parochial  settle- 
ment* His  being  insolvent  when  he  departed  makes  no 
difference,  as  it  is  not  stated  that  he  went  without  in- 
tending to  return.  Supposing  that  a  forfeiture  accrued, 
the  party  interested  was  not  bound  to  enforce  her  right. 
It  must  be  argued  for  the  defendants,  that  the  wife's 
continuance  on  the  premises,  after  Sham  went  to  sea, 
was  an  entry  on  a  forfeiture.  Her  entry,  for  any  for- 
feiture by  him  under  the  will,  would  have  this  absurd 
consequence*  that  the  estate,  becoming  forfeited  to  her, 
would  immediately  vest  in  him,  and  he  would  thereby 
gain  such  an  estate  as  would  pass  to  his  assignees;  which 
is  plainly  contradictory  to  the  whole  intention  of  the 
will.  IDenman  C.  J.  Can  a  wife  take  advantage  of  her 
husband's  forfeiture?]  And  can  the  husband  himself 
take  advantage  of  it  in  consequence?  It  is  like  obligor 
and  obligee  being  the  same  person.  The  only  way, 
therefore,  in  which  this  bequest  could  consistently  take 
effect,  was,  that  the  wife's  interest  should  continue  in 
possibility  till  the  death  of  the  husband,  and  then,  and 
not  sooner,  become  vested.  The  taking  of  the  premises 
by  the  assignees,  when  Shaw  and  his  wife  were  turned 
out,  being  in  invitum,  cannot  be  continued  as  a  **  giving 
up  the  possession  "  withm  the  meaning  of  the  will. 

Sir  «7.  Campbell^  Solicitor-General,  contra.  It  is  not 
disputed  that  this  was  an  executory  devise,  and  that  the 
husband,  the  first  taker,  had  no  interest  beyond  his  own 

life. 
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life.  It  is  also  admitted,  that  unless  the  interest  in  question  1884. 
was  such  as  the  bankrupt  himself  could  have  assigned,  it 
did  not  pass  to  the  assignees.  But  the  husband  himself 
could  have  assigned  it.  Firsti  his  estate  had  determined,  anwImL 
and  the  wife's  had  vested  in  possession,  not  on  account  of 
forfeiture,  but  because  the  estate  was  held  under  a  con- 
ditional limitation,  and  was  determined  by  the  condition 
happening.  There  is  no  objection  in  law  to  an  agree- 
ment between  landlord  and  tenant,  by  way  of  condition, 
that,  if  the  tenant  cease  to  occupy  personally,  the  lease 
shall  determine.  The  very  case  is  put  by  BuUer  J.  in 
Boe  dem.  Hunter  v.  GaUier${a).  And  similar  terms 
may  be  annexed  to  a  devise.  By  this  will,  then,  as 
soon  as  Sham  ceased  to  reside,  his  estate  determined, 
and  the  wife's  vested.  A  constructive  residence  was 
not  contemplated,  for  the  will  provides  that,  if  the  pre- 
mises come  to  the  wife  by  the  husband's  non-residence, 
she  shall  hold  the  same  for  the  term  '*  in  case  she  shall 
so  long  live  therein."  It  is  not  found  in  the  case  that 
the  husband  went  away  '^  animo  revertendi."  [Tosm- 
ion  J.  The  wife  remained  and  carried  on  the  business. 
It  is  not  found  that  he  went  away  on  account  of  in- 
solvency. Litiledak  J.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
wife's  was  not  such  an  interest  as  a  court  of  equity 
would  consider  to  be  vested  to  her  separate  use.  If  so^ 
the  assignees  could  not  be  entitled,  for  they  can  only 
take  what  the  bankrupt  may  legally  and  equitably  as- 
sign.] The  husband,  on  quitting  possession,  ceased  to 
have  any  interest;  the  whole  was  in  the  wife.  And  if 
this  were  not  so,  the  same  consequence  would  have  re- 

(•)  S  T.  R.  140. 
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suited  when  the  assignees  sold  the  property,  and  the 
husband  and  wife  were  turned  out  of  possession.  iTaun-* 
ton  J.  Suppose  the  assignees  acted  wrongfully  on  that 
occasion.]  Whenever  the  husband's  estate  determined, 
an  estate  became  vested  in  the  wife  in  possession,  and 
was,  consequendy,  liable  to  be  disposed  of  by  his  as- 
signees. If  his  non-residence  determined  it,  it  had 
already  vested  in  the  wife  at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy, 
and  was  therefore  available  as  part  of  his  estate ;  if  it 
did  not  then  determine,  it  was  in  the  husband  when  he 
became  bankrupt;  then  the  assignees  were  entitled  to 
seize  it ;  and  upon  the  husband  being  put  out  of  pos- 
session, it  vested  in  the  wife^  and  thereby  again  became 
part  of  his  disposable  estate.  IPatleson  J.  You  must 
assume  that  the  case  was  not  one  in  which  equity  would 
interfere.]  Then,  secondly,  supposing  the  estate  of  the 
husband  was  not  determined  by  the  events  relied  upon, 
this  was  an  interest  of  the  wife  which  he  might  assign. 
A  possibility  that  may  vest  in  the  wife  during  coverture  is 
assignable  by  the  husband ;  though  the  law  is  otherwise 
if  it  cannot  vest  till  his  death.  Possibilities  pass  by  the 
assignment  in  bankruptcy:  Higden  v.  fVilliamson  (a). 
Here  the  husband  had  a  life  estate  determinable  on 
events  which  might  happen  during  his  life,  and  any  of 
which  would  be  the  commencement  of  an  estate  in  the 
wife.  TThere  are  many  cases  in  which,  even  where  a 
term  is  held  in  trust  for  the  wife,  the  husband  may  dis- 
pose of  it.  ^Taunton  J.  Several  instances  are  given  in 
Com.  Dig.  Chancery^  2  M.  9.]  Some  of  the  principal 
authorities  are  Sir  Edxoard  Tttmer's  case  (6),  Pitt  v. 


(«}  3  p.  ffms.  132. 


(*)  1  Fern.  7. 


Hunty 


IN  THE  Fourth  Year  op  WILLIAM  IV. 


307 


Hunt  {a)f  Tudor  v.  Samyne  {b\  and  Bates  v.  Dandy  {c\ 
where  Lord  Hardvdcke  says,  '^  that  as  the  husband 
may  assign  the  wife's  term,  so  be  may  the  trast  of  the 
wife's  term,  unless  it  be  the  trust  of  a  terra  from  him  for 
the  wife's  benefit."  {Taunton  J.  The  present  case  goes 
a  step  farther  than  those;  granting  that  the  husband 
may  assign,  here  he  has  not  done  so ;  but  the  question 
is,  whether  his  assignees  may.]  The  case  is  not  within 
the  exception  stated  by  Lord  Hardwicke.  In  DaUnac 
V.  DaUnac  (<2),  Sir  William  Grant  admitted  that  an  in- 
terest of  the  wife,  which  could  not  fall  into  possession 
during  the  husband's  life,  was  not  assignable  by  him ; 
but  he  said  it  would  be  otherwise  if  it  depended  upon  an 
event  that  might  happen  during  his  life.  And  in  Jlff/« 
Jord  V.  Mitford  {e\  the  same  learned  Judge,  after  ob- 
serving that  the  wife's  choses  in  action,  not  reduced 
into  possession  by  the  husband,  survive  to  her,  and  that 
the  same  rule  prevails  as  to  interests  in  equity,  proceeds 
to  say :  —  ^<  But  there  are  some  legal  interests,  which  do 
not  admit,  or  stand  in  need,  of  being  reduced  into  pos- 
session ;  being  in  possession  already,  and  not  lying  in 
action ;  as  terras  for  years,  and  other  chattels  real ;  of 
which  the  legal  title  is  in  the  wife.  They  will  survive  if 
no  act  is  done  by  him  :  but  he  may  assign  them ;  which 
passes  the  legal  interest,  whether  with  or  without  con- 
sideration. The  analogy  is  followed  in  equity.**  Mr. 
Butler,  in  his  note  (I)  on  Co.  Litt.  351. a,  lays  it  down, 
that  contingent  interests  of  the  wife  may  be  disposed  of 
by  the  husband,  provided  the  contingency  be  one  which 


1884. 
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(a)  1  Fem.  18.  (b)  8  Venu  270. 

(e)  2  jitk.  207.     Notes  to  Purdew  ▼.  Jackton,  1  Ruu.  58.,  and  Hom- 
ner  ▼.  Horttn^  5  Russ.  72. 
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1834.        may  happen  during  his  life;  and  he  refers  to  many 

_    ~        authorities*     As  to  the  dicta  and  cases  cited  on  the  other 

Shaw        side;  the  passage  from   Co,  Litt.^S.b.^  and  Matthew 

againti 

Stewaau  Mannings  case  (a),  and  Amner  v.  Ijodington  {b),  contain 
no  proposition  which  the  defendants  need  dispute. 
Lampefs  case  (c),  so  far  as  it  applies,  is  faTourabie  to 
the  argument  now  urged  for  the  defendants.  IPatte^ 
son  J.  In  the  case  in  17  Eliz.y  for  which  Lampefs  case 
was  cited,  the  contingency  upon  which  the  wife's  re- 
mainder depended  was  her  surviving  the  husband;  it 
was  not  one  which  could  happen  in  his  lifetime.^  In 
Gage  V.  Acton  (d).  Holt  C.  J.  was  in  a  minority  on  the 
bench,  but  the  best  authorities  support  his  dictum.  It 
is  clear,  therefore,  that  at  law  the  husband  of  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  might  have  assigned  his  wife's  interest 
while  it  was  a  possibility.  The  question  whether  that 
interest  would,  in  equity,  be  considered  as  vested  to  her 
use,  might  be  determined  by  a  court  of  equity,  but  can- 
not be  raised  here.  [^Taunton  J.  In  Winch  v.  KeeUy  (f), 
this  Court  determined  that  a  chose  in  action,  in  which  a 
bankrupt  was  interested  as  trustee,  did  not  pass  to  his 
assignees.]  The  Court  will  notice  a  trust  where  it  is 
quite  clear  that  the  party  is  a  trustee ;  but  here  that 
point  is  doubtful,  and  can  only  be  effectually  dealt  with  - 
by  a  court  of  equity.  And  as  the  defendants  are  not 
seeking  any  equitable  assistance,  the  equities  which 
any  other  party  may  have  cannot  stand  in  the  way  of 
their  right,  which  is  complete  in  point  of  law. 

Piatt,  in  reply.     The  language  of  the  bequest  to 
Mary  Shaw  proves  that  the  testator  did  not  contemplate 


her 


(a)  8  R^  94.  Ik 

(b)  SRep.96.b.     S  Leon.  92. 

(e)  lOIUp.46.a. 
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faer  becoming  entitled  during  her  husband's  lifetime,        1834. 
for  the  premises  are  left  to  her  only  while  she  shall  live      J 

Dos  dein* 

therein  and  remain  the  widow  of  James  Shaw.  Her  Shaw 
interest  therefore  was,  in  reality,  contingent  on  an  event  SnwAu>. 
which  could  not  happen  in  his  lifetime.  iTatmion  J. 
Three  contingencies  are  stated  in  plain  words.  You 
would  make  two  void.]  As  to  the  husband's  power  to 
dispose  of  the  wife's  contingent  interest,  if  that  interest 
is  to  be  considered  as  a  trust  held  for  her,  Richards  v. 
Chambers  (a)  shews  that  even  by  her  consent  or  express 
appointment,  it  could  not  be  placed  at  his  disposal.  In 
Cam.  Dig.  Assignment^  C.  d.,  it  is  laid  down,  that  '<  if  a 
term  be  devised  or  granted  to  one  for  life,  and  after- 
wards to  another  for  the  residue  of  the  term,  this  re- 
mainder of  the  term  cannot  be  assigned,  being  but  a 
possibility.  So,  if  land  be  granted  to  husband  and  wife 
for  twenty  years,  and  afterwards  to  the  survivor  for 
twenty-one  years,  the  husband  in  the  life  of  his  wife 
cannot  assign  the  term  for  twenty-one  years,  for  it  does 
not  vest  till  he  survives,  and  therefore  was  but  a  pos- 
sibility ;"  for  which  I/impefs  case  {b)  is  referred  to.  In 
Higden  v.  Williamson  {c\  the  contingent  interest  which 
was  held  to  pass  to  the  assignees  was  in  the  bankrupt 
himself.  In  Pitt  v.  Hunt{d\  the  assignment  of  the 
term  in  trust  was  a  fraud  upon  the  husband.  In  Dal^ 
biac  V.  Dalbiac  {e\  the  very  distinction  was  taken  which 
is  relied  upon  here  for.  the  plaintiff,  viz.  that  the  interest 
could  not  fill!  into  possession  during  the  husband's  life; 
and  in  Mr.  Butler*s  note  on  Co.  Lit*  351.  a.,  it  is  said 
that  the  husband's  power  to  dispose  of  the  wife's  contin- 

(a)  10  res.  jun.  58a  (6)  10  Rep.  5U  a. 

(c)  S  P.  Wme.  13S.  (tf)  1  rem.  18. 

(tf)  16rci.juii.12S. 
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1834.  gent  personal  estate  can  extend  only  to  such  part  as  he 
may  possibly  become  possessed  of  during  the  marriage* 
Shaw  The  defendants  here  must  contend  that  James  Shcpw,  by 
SnwAED.  abandoning  or  mortgaging  the  house  contrary  to  the 
will  of  the  testator,  might  at  any  time  have  vested  the 
term  absolutely  in  himself,  through  his  wife.  {LitUe" 
dale  J.  You  say  that,  according  to  that  construction, 
he  would  have  bettered  his  situation  by  his  own  wrong- 
ful act.] 

Cwr.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Demman  C.  J.  in  this  term  {^AprU  22d)  deli- 
vered the  judgment  of  the  Court  The  question  here 
arises  on  a  very  singular  clause  in  the  will  of  one 
George  Greermay^  which  is  in  the  following  words. 
(His  Lordship  then  read  theoi.)  The  facts  are,  that 
the  husband  fell  into  embarrassed  circumstances,  and 
went  to  seat  leaving  his  wife  and  family  to  continue  the 
trade  upon  the  premises :  that  he  was  afterwards  made 
a  bankrupt,  and  after  that  returned  to  the  premises, 
where  he  carried  on  the  business  till  the  sale  of  them 
was  completed.  The  assignees  sold  them  to  the  de- 
fendants, who  are  said  in  the  case  to  have  turned  out 
the  bankrupt,  his  wife  and  family.  It  is  not  said  by 
what  means  they  turned  them  out  The  bankrupt 
died.  The  bankrupt's  widow  is  the  lessor  of  the 
plfuntifil 

We  are  perfectly  clear  that  the  husband's  going  to 
sea  does  not  amount  to  giving  up  the  possession  of  the 
premises.  And  we  think  it  at  least  extremely  doubtful 
whether  his  being  turned  out  of  them  can  satisfy  these 
words,  which  seem  to  imply  a  voluntary  desertion. 
But  the  defendants  rested  their  claim  to  the  premises 

oa 
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on  a  more  general  ground,  contending  thatf  as  it  was        1884. 

possible  that  the  contingency  on  which  the  wife  was  to        

take  the  lease  might  happen  during  the  coverture,  it        Shaw 
became  the  absolute  property  of  the  husband,  and  con-      SnwAso. 
sequently  vested  in  his  assignees. 

According  to  the  old  law,  a  term  for  years  given  to 
one  for  a  particular  estate,  with  remainder  to  others, 
vested  in  him  absolutely,  notwithstanding  the  gift  over. 
In  many  cases,  however,  courts  of  equity  have  inter- 
posed for  the  protection  of  married  women,  to  whom 
such  remainders  have  been  given.  And  inasmuch  as 
the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  take  only  suck  interest  as 
he  could  have  lawfully  departed  withal,  and  as  that 
interest  Is  equitable  as  well  as  legal,  the  duty  of  en- 
quiring in  what  manner  a  court  of  equity  would  deal 
with  similar  dispositions  of  property  may  thus  devplve 
incidentally  on  a  court  of  law.  If  then  we  clearly  saw 
from  decided  cases  that  the  wife's  right  to  take  under 
this  devise  is  kept  alive  during  her  husband's  life,  and 
that  the  estate  vests  in  her  upon  his  death,  we  might, 
perhaps,  be  bound  to  govern  our  decision  by  the  same 
rule.  But  we  find  no  authority  for  this  position.  On 
the  contrary,  the  result  of  all  the  cases  (which  are  col- 
lected in  Mr.  BtUler^s  note  to  Co.  LiU  851.  a.)  appears 
to  be,  that  a  devise  like  the  present  would  not  be  con- 
strued in  a  court  of  equity  to  enure  to  the  separate 
benefit  of  the  wife.  We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  fails  to  establish  her  title  to 
recover  in  this  ejectment,  and  that  our  judgment  must 
be  for  the  defendant 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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Reeve  against  Annabella  Davis  and  Others. 
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A  SSUMPSIT  for  goods  sold,  work,  &c.  Plea,  the 
general  issue.  At  the  trial  before  Denman  C.  J.  at 
the  Londxm  sittings  after  last  Trinity  term,  it  appeared 
that  the  action  was  for  stores  furnished,  and  repairs 
done,  to  a  steam-vessel.  The  defendants  were  the  regis- 
tered owners  of  the  vessel,  but  the  goods  were  supplied 
and  the  work  done  chiefly  upon  orders  given  by  one 
Thompson^  who  was  the  captain :  some  were  also  given 
by  the  ship's  husband  and  the  engineers.  The  vessel 
was  let  to  Thompson  by  a  charterparty  under  seal,  exe- 
cuted by  himself  and  Annabella  Davis^  acting  for  herself 
and  the  other  owners.  By  this  charterparty  A.  Davis 
hired  and  let  to  freight,  and  Thompson  engaged  and  took 
to  freight  the  said  vessel  for  twelve  months,  to  be  em- 
ployed in  carrying  passengers  and  goods  between  London 
and  Topsham  in  Devonshire.  The  owners  contracted  to 
deliver  the  vessel  within  three  days  into  the  hands,  pos* 
session,  or  power  of  Thompsofi,  with  perfect  engines,  ma- 
chinery, and  engineers,  and  to  keep  the  engine  in  repair 
during  the  twelve  months;  and  Thompson  agreed  to 
pay  the  wages  of  all  persons  employed  on  board  during 
the  term,  all  the  expenses  of  coals,  oil,  tallow,  and  in- 
cidental charges  attending  upon  the  working  and  sailing 
of  the  vessel,  and  pilotage  and  port  charges;  to  in- 
demnify the  owners  against  all  debts,  costs,  damages, 
charges,  and  expenses  occasioned,  contracted,  or  in- 
curred by  the  vessel  or  any  person  employed  on  board, 
or  by  him  the  said  J^mpson^  for  or  in  respect  of  the 

&aid 
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said  cbarterparty  and  employment  of  the  vessel ;  to  pay  1834. 
the  hire  of  the  vessel  monthly ;  to  insure  in  the  names 
of  t|ie  owners ;  to  keep  all  the  vessel  in  repair,  except 
the  engine;  and  to  deliver  her  up  in  good  repair  at 
the  end  of  the  term.  The  owners  were  to  appoint  the 
engineers,  though  they  were  to  be  paid  by  TAompson. 
The  defendants  paid  16/.  into  Court  on  account  of  work 
done  to  the  engines,  but  contended  that  the  contract 
by  which  they  had  let  the  vessel  to  Thompson  exempted 
them  from  further  liability.  The  plaintiff's  case  was, 
that  he  had  given  credit  to  the  owners,  and  not  to 
ThantpsoHj  knowing  -nothing  of  the  charterparty ;  he 
therefore  contended  that  his  claim  was  not  affected  by 
it.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  was  of  this  opinion ;  and  the 
jury,  under  his  direction,  found  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff. In  Michaelmas  term  1833,  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained 
for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection. 

FoUett  and  Busbt/  now  shewed  cause.  The  owners 
are  primft  facie  liable;  it  is  for  them /to  shew  that 
the  charterparty  exempts  them  from  responsibility. 
The  mere  letting  to  hire  is  not  sufficient  for  that  pur- 
pose; and  there  are  other  parts  of  the  contract  in  this 
case,  the  clauses,  namely,  as  to  the  engines  and  en- 
gineers, and  the  engagement  by  the  charterer  to  in- 
demnify the  owners  against  debts,  costs,  and  charges, 
which  prove  that  the  owners  were  not  wholly  divested  of 
liability  in  respect  of  the  vessel  during  the  year  of  letting. 
Christie  v.  Lewis  {a)  shews  that  words  of  letting  do  not 
of  themselves  indicate  a  parting  with  the  possession  and 
disposition  of  the  ship  by  the  owners,  where  there  are 

(a)  9i7.  j-B.410. 
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18S4.  circumstances  to  raise  a  different  presumption.  In 
Frazer  v.  Marsh  (a),  indeed,  the  charterer  of  a  ship  was 
considered  liable  for  the  stores,  and  the  owners  ex- 
empted ;  but  in  that  case  there  appears  to  have  been  a 
general  demise  of  the  whole  vessel,  and  there  was 
nothing  to  shew  that  the  owners  retained  any  control 
over  hen  Another  point  for  the  plainti£fs  is,  that  no 
sufficient  proof  was  given  of  any  authority  in  Mrs*  Davis 
to  execute  a  charterparty  for  the  other  owners. 

Kelly  contr^.  The  mere  fact  of  ownership  is  not  con- 
clusive of  liability  for  the  captain's  contracts :  Briggs  v. 
Wilkinson  {b).  As  soon  as  it  appears  that  he  had  no 
express  authority  from  the  person  charged  as  owner, 
and  that  an  implied  authority  is  not  borne  out  by  the 
facts,  the  question  comes  to  be,  to  whom  the  credit 
was  actually  given?  In  this  case  the  goods  were 
not  ordered  by  the  owners,  or  by  any  person  having 
their  authority,  but  by  Thompson  ^  and  the  question  is, 
for  whom  he  acted  in  giving  the  orders.  By  reference 
to  the  charterpaity,  it  appears  that  Thompson  had  be- 
come the  charterer;  the  owners  had  given  up  their 
l^al  interest  for  the  time;  they  retained  no  controul 
over  the  vessel,  and  had  not  even  a  right  to  go  on 
board;  and  Thompson  was  bound  to  do  the  repairs, 
with  an  exception  which  is  not  material.  The  orders, 
therefore,  for  repairs  and  stores  were  given  by  Thomp^ 
son  for  his  own  benefit,  and  that  leaves  no  doul[)t  as  to 
his  liability.  In  Young  v.  Brander  atid  Another  (c),  the 
defendants  were  the  legal  owners  of  the  ship;  but  it 

(a)  13  Eait,  238.  (6)  1 B,  ^  C.30.  (c)  8  Ead^  10. 

was 
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was  shewn,  by  evidence,  that  the  party  who  ordered  the  18S4. 
repairs  was  not  their  agent,  but  a  stranger ;  and  they 
were  held  not  liable.  The  situation  of  Thompsonj  with 
respect  to  the  present  defendants,. is  the  same  as  that  of 
a  stranger.  The  observations  of  Lord  Ellenborough  in 
Frazer  v.  Marsh  (a)  are  all  applicable  to  this  case. 
Thompson  had  the  control  and  possession  and  the  use 
and  benefit  of  the  vessel ;  and  there  is  no  pretence  for 
saying  that  he  was  the  servant  or  agent  of  the  defend- 
ants. They  theibselves  have  done  no  act  which  can 
subject  them  to  liability  for  these  expenses.  As  to  the 
other  point  made,  it  is  not  supported  in  fact ;  and  if  it 
were  so,  does  not  affect  the  case  in  point  of  law. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
verdict  cannot  be  supported.  The  question  b,  who 
were  the  contracting  parties  ?  The  mere  circumstance 
of  ownership  may  be  su£Bcient  to  create  a  liability 
where  the  vessel  has  been  left  under  the  controul  of  a 
party  who  has  given  orders,  if  no  intervening  owner- 
ship has  been  created.  But  if  a  ship  is  let  out  to 
hire,  I  do  not  see  how  the  owners  are  liable  for  work 
done  upon  it  by  order  of  the  party  hiring,  more  than 
the  landlord  who  lets  a  house. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  rule  is,  that  upon  a  general 
order  for  repairs  given  by  the  captain,  the  party  exe- 
cuting them  has  the  security  of  the  ship,  of  the  captain, 
and  of  the  owners ;  but  in  an  action  against  parties  as 
owners,  the  question  is,  who  are  so  for  this  purpose  ? 
The  persons  registered  are  not  necessarily  so;   the 

(a)  15Easi,239. 

Y  4  register 


Datjs. 
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1884.       r^;t8ter  acts  were  not  passed  for  this  purpose;  and  the 
T  question  of  ownership,  as  it  regards  the  liability  for 

oganui  repairs,  must  be  considered  as  it  would  have  been 
before  those  acts  passed.  Nor  is  there,  on  this  view  of 
the  subject,  any  hardship  thrown  upon  the  tradesman ; 
he  has  always  the  means  of  knowing  who  are  sub- 
stantially the  owners,  by  asking  the  captain  to  shew  the 
charterparty :  if  this  is  refiised,  he  may  decline  dealing. 
In  this  case  the  benefit  of  what  was  done  enured  to 
Thompson.  The  party  for  whose  profit  the  ship  is  in 
reality  employed  at  the  time  has  the  benefit  of  the  work 
done  on  board,  and  is  liable  to  the  tradesman  who  does 
it  Here,  if  the  charterer  had  been  a  di£Perent  person 
from  the  captain,  the  charterer  would  have  been  liable. 

Patteson  J.  Briggs  v.  Wilkinson  (a)  shews  that  the 
question  of  liability  in  this  case  is  not  afl^ted  by  the 
register  acts;  the  point  to  be  looked  to  is,  who  were 
the  real  contracting  parties  ?  Here  the  captain  was  the 
charterer,  and  had  undertaken  that  he  would  do  all  the 
repairs,  except  to  the  engine:  he  was  not,  therefore, 
the  agent  of  the  owners  in  fact.  Then  was  he  so  in 
law?  Young  v.  Brander{b)  shews  that,  if  he  entered 
into  the  contract  for  his  own  benefit,  it  makes  no  difier- 
ence  that  other  persons  were  the  legal  owners.  Frazer 
y.  Marsh  {c)  is  on  all  fours  with  this  case,  except  that 
the  vessel  there  was  let  for  several  voyages.  As  to  the 
supposed  want  of  authority  in  Mrs.  Davisy  it  is  clear 
from  Ycui^  v.  Brander  (i),  that  the  party  ordering  the 
repairs  need  not  have  a  complete  title  to  the  ship ;  it  is 

(o)  1B,^C,  30.  ip)  8  EatU  10.  (c)  13  Staty  83& 

sufficient 
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sufficient  to  shew  that  he  did  not  order  them  as  agent 
to  the  registered  owners.  The  rule  must  be  made 
absolute. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


The  King  against  The  Churchwardens  of  the  xuetday. 
Parish  of  St.  James,  Clerkenwell.  "^  ^ 

P^RENCH  had  obtained  a  rule,  in  Trinity  term  last,  A  local  act 

calUng  upon  the  churchwardens  of  the  parish  of  uiettat. 
Si.  James^  ClerkenweU^  to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus  ^^  ^  ngulal' 
should  not  issue,  commanding  them  to  set  aside  the  ^'^j^^'^^ed 
election  lately  made  of  guardians  or  governors  of  the  ^!^^^f 
poor  of  the  said  parish,  and  to  hold  a  vestry  for  the  the  poor  for  a 

particular  pa^ 

purpose  of  electing  and  appointing  four  persons  to  be  riah,  and 

.  .  ,         eoactedy  that 

guardians  or  governors  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  Tacancietshould 

and  to  proceed  in  such  election  under  the  provisions  of  su^up  by  die 

the  local  act  of  parliament,  15  G.  3.  c,  23.,  instead  of  stat  „^  alaembled 

58  G.  3.  €.  69.     The  rule  was  obtamed  for  the  purpose  |j^^*  ^^^ 

of  disputing  the  validity  of  an  election  of  guardians  of  •J>ottW«i«ct 

the  poor,  which  took  place  in  May  1833..    The  only  roomofthoM 

going  out : 

objection  finally  made  related  to  the  manner  of  deter-  Held,  that 
mining  the  majority  at  the  election.  The  guardians  of  ingofstat. 
the  poor  for  the  parish  were  elected  under  stat.  15  G.  3*  the  inhablt- 
c.  23.  (a),  by  the  rated  inhabitants  of  the  parish  as-  Soiwdln'wich 

sembled  •'•^J!"^' 

numberof^otait 
in  proportion  to  their  respective  asaenmentSy  defined  in  the  latter  act ;  (or  that  the  local  act 
did  not  give  this  Testiy  tuch  a  peculiar  constitution  as  to  bring  it  within  sect.  8.  of  58  G»  3. 
c  69.,  which  preserves  to  vestries  hotden  under  any  ^cial  act,  the  powers  and  rights  of 
voting  which  they  previously  enjoyed. 

(a)  This  statute  names  certain  persons  as  guardians  or  governors  of 
the  poor  for  the  district  of  Stt  Jomei,  and  certain  others  for  the  district  of 

A. 
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1834.  sembled  in  the  vestry  room,  the  vacancies  being  annu- 

„  ally  filled  up.     The  statute  makes  an  express  regulation 

a^nst  ^  to  the  principle  on  which  the  majority  is  to  be  deter- 

Gburcfawardeos  mined.     At  the  election  in  question,   the  votes  were 

of  St.  Jamxi 9 

Clxeunwxlu  taken  according  to  the  regulations  of  stat.  58  G.  3. 
c.  69.  s.  3.  (a),  the  number  of  votes  to  be  given  by  each 
rated  inhabitant  being  determined  by  the  amount  of  his 
assiessment  to  the  poor  rate.  It  was  objected,  that  each 
rated  inhabitant  should  have  been  allowed  to  give  a 
single  vote  and  no  more ;  for  that  the  operation  of  the 
stat  58  G.  3.  c.  69.  s.  3.  was  controlled  in  this  respect 
by  the  exception  in  the  eighth  section  (&)  of  the  same 

statute. 

Sir 


St.  John,  both  in  the  pariah  of  &.  JameSf  CMcenweiL  It  then  enacta^ 
that  when  any  one  or  more  of  the  persons  thereby  appointed  guardians  or 
governors  as  afiiresaid  shall  die  or  refused  to  act,  or  shaU  remove  out  of 
the  said  parish,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  inhabitants  of  both  the 
said  districts  (paying  to  the  rates  of  the  said  parish  for  church  and  poor) 
to  assemble  and  meet  together  in  the  vestry  room  of  the  said  parish,  on 
Tueadojf  in  EaUer  week  in  every  year,  or  within  one  month  after,  to  elect 
and  appoint  one  or  more  person  or  persons  to  be  guardian  or  guardians, 
governor  or  govemorsy  in  the  room  of  the  guardian  or  guardians,  govemir 
or  governors,  so  dying  or  refusing  to  act,  or  removing  out  of  the  said 
parish. 

(a)  By  which  it  is  enacted.  That  in  all  such  vestries  eveiy  inhabitant 
present  who  shall,  by  the  last  rate  which  shaU  have  been  made  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor,  have  been  assessed  or  chttged  upon  or  In  respect  of  any 
annual  rent,  profit,  or  value  not  amountiog  to  5QI.,  shaU  have  and  be 
entitled  to  give  one  vote  and  no  more;  and  every  inhabitant  there 
present^  who  shaU  in  such  last  rate  have  been  assessed  or  charged  upon, 
or  in  respect  of,  any  anni^al  rent  or  rents,  profit  or  value,  amounting  to 
50/L  or  upwards  (whether  in  one  or  in  more  than  one  sum  or  chaige), 
shaU  have  and  be  entitled  to  give  one  vote  for  every  2SL  of  annual  rent, 
profit,  and  value,  upon  oi  in  respect  of  which  he  shall  have  been  fnvff^ 
or  charged  in  such  last  rate,  so  nevertheless  that  no  inhabitant  shaU  be 
entitled  to  give  more  thito  six  votes. 

(6)  By  which  it  is  provided  and  enacted,  That  nothing  in  this  act  con- 
tamed  shaU  extend,  or  be  amstrued  to  extend,  to  alter  the  time  of  holding 

any 
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Sir  John  CampbeU,  Attorney-General,  and  Bodkin^        1834. 
now  shewed  cause.    There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  . 

election  was  valid,  unless  the  exception  in  the  eighth  agqmn 
section  of  58  G.  3.  c.  60.  be  applicable  to  the  election  Churchwardens 
of  guardians  of  the  poor  under  15  6.3.  c.23.  The  cliriehwIS. 
first  part  of  that  exception  relates  to  the  time  only  of  the 
election,  and  is  immaterial  as  to  the  point  of  objection. 
And  as  to  the  second  part  of  the  exception,  this  vestry 
was  not  holden  by  virtue  qf  any  special  act,  or  of  any 
ancient  or  special  usage  or  custom.  The  stat.  15  6. 3. 
r.  23.  merely  creates  a  particular  office,  and  gives  the 
power  of  election  to  the  vestry;  but  it  does  not  conn 
stUtde  the  vestry,  which  is  left  as  it  was  before  the  act 
Neither  is  there  any  special  custom  or  usage  asserted. 
If  the  exception  applied  to  this  vestry,  it  would  apply  to 
almost  every  open  vestry  existing  before  the  58  G.  3. 
c.  60.  passed ;  for  there  are  very  few  open  vestries  which 
are  not  sometimes  held  for  particular  purposes  by  reason 
of  special  acts  or  ancient  usage. 

Sir  James  Scarlett  and  Erie  in  support  of  the  rule. 
Although  the  vestry  was  not  originally  constituted  by 
the  Stat  15  G.  3.  c.  23.,  yet,  when  held  for  the  purpose 
of  electing  guardians  of  the  poor,  it  is  held  under  that 
statute.  For  this  purpose,  the  vestry  exists  only  by  virtue 
of  the  statute.    It  is  not  disputed  that  the  intention  of 


any  Teitry,  periab,  or  town  meetings  which  is  bj  the  authority  of  any  act 
required  to  be  holden  on  any  certain  day,  or  within  any  certain  time  in 
nich  act  preacribed  and  directed,  nor  ahall  any  thing  in  thii  act  contained 
extend  to  take  away,  lessen,  prejudice,  or  affect  the  powers  of  any  Testry 
or  meeting  holden  in  any  parish,  township,  or  place,  6y  tiiiye  vf  cpiy 
tfta/d  aet  or  aeiSf  of  any  ancient  and  special  usage  or  custom,  or  to  change 
or  afia  the  rigki  or  maimer  ^voting  in  any  vestry  or  meeting  so  holden. 

the 
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18S4.       the  statute  was,  that  the  election  of  the  officers  should 

-rj3j*        be  made  by  a  majority  of  single  votes  of  the  inhabit- 

againMt       ants.    The  efiect  of  the  statute  must  therefore  be  the 

The 

Churchwardens  same  as  it  would  have  been  had  such  intention  been 

of  St«  JamkS) 

Cmeumwill.  more  explicidy  expressed.  But  if  it  had  been  so  ex- 
pressed, there  could  have  been  no  doubt  as  to  the  appli- 
cability of  the  eighth  section  of  stat.  58  G.  3.  c.69. 
There  might  have  been  some  difficulty,  if  the  words  of 
the  exception  had  been,  **  or  to  alter  the  constitution  of 
such  vestry:"  but  the  words  are,  **  or  to  change  or 
affect  the  right  or  manner  of  voting." 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  question  is,  whether  a 
meeting  of  this  vestry  hoiden  for  the  purpose  of  electing 
guardians  of  the  poor,  be  under  the  protection  of  the 
eighth  section  of  stat.  68  G.  3.  c.  69.  (His  Lordship 
then  read  the  section.)  We  find  nothing  under  the 
former  act  creating  a  peculiar  constitution  for  the  vestry, 
or  giving  rights  of  the  kind  meant  to  be  protected  by 
the  section  containing  the  exception.  The  intention  of 
58  G.  S.  c.  69.  was  to  change  the  method  of  determining 
the  majority  in  all  cases  where  no  special  constitution 
existed  before.    The  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged. 

LiTTLEDALE,  Patteson,  and  Williams,  Js.,  con- 
curred. 

Rule  discharged. 
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The  King  against  The  Managers  and  Directors  7Ve«%, 
of  the  WiTHAM  Savings  Bank.  "^ 

V^NOWLES  had  obtained  a  rule  in   Trinity  term,  Thedirecton 
1833,  calling  upon  the  managers  and  directors  of  baokaranot 
the  bank  for  savings  at  Witham^  in  Essex^  to  shew  cause  appoint  an 
why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue,  commanding  them  „qJ„  ^^^ 
to  name  and  appoint  an  arbitrator  on  their  behalf,  to  ^45.%or^ie' 
arbitrate  on  a  matter  in  dispute  between  the  managers  S"'^  ^^ 

^  ^         deciding  upon 

of  the  said  bank  and   the   members  of  the  Sons  q/"  the  claim  of 

^    penont  pro- 

Econonn/  Benefit  Society  at  CoggeskaU.    It  appeared  feaung  to  apply 
that  the  society  had  been  regularly  enrolled,  pursuant  bodjofde. 

-  _,  -        _  ft        t  poBtore,  if  it  be 

to  the  Stat.  33  G.  3.  r.  54.  (a).     In  1827,  after  that  en-  matter  of  dis- 
rolment,  the  society  formally  resolved  that  the  old  rules  Seposltonh^ 
should  be  abandoned.     New  rules  were  drawn  up,  and  ][^^Qt?be 
regularly  adopted,  and  had  been  ever  since  acted  upon  ^*jjj^„^^|,g 
by  the  society ;  but  these  were  never  enrolled.     After  l><^7- 
the  society  had  been   thus  re-modelled,  several  sums 
were  deposited  by  the  then  clerk  of  the  society  in  the 
Wiikam  Savings  Bank,  and  were  entered  in  the  books 
of  the  bank  to  the  credit  of  the  **  Benefit  Club,  Great 
CqggeshallJ*   In  the  course  of  1833,  the  society  resolved 
to  draw  firom  the  bank  the  sum  then  standing  in  their 
names,  and  the  stewards  and  clerk  or  book-keeper  of 
the  society  (who  were  not   the  individuals  who  had 
made  any  of  the  deposits)  gave  due  notice,  to  the  di- 
rectors and  clerk  of  the  bank,  of  their  intention  to  do 
so,  in  conformity  with  the  regulations  of  tlie  bank.     An 

(a)  Amended  by  itat  95  6. 0.  c.  111.  49  6. 9.  c  111.  49  G.  9.  c.  125. 
59  G.  5.  c.  128. 

application 
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1834.  application  to  two  magistrates  was  shortly  after  made 
by  certain  members  of  the  society,  for  the  purpose  of 
excluding  the  said  stewards  and  clerk  from  the  society. 


Tbe  KiKO 


Stviogs  Bnk.  for  alleged  breaches  of  the  society's  rules.  The  magis- 
trates finally  issued  an  order  of  exclusion.  The  directors 
of  the  bank  refused  to  pay  over  the  money  claimed  to 
the  stewards  and  clerk,  on  the  grounds  of  the  exclu- 
sion of  the  latter  and  the  non-enrolment  of  the  rules, 
and  stated  that  they  should  hold  the  money  for  the 
benefit  of  certain  other  persons  whom  they  considered 
the  real  members  of  the  society,  but  who,  as  was  con- 
tended by  the  stewards  and  clerk,  had  ceased  to  be 
members.  The  stewards  and  clerk,  and  seven  other 
members  of  the  society,  continued  to  act,  with  others,  as 
members,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  parties  for  whom  the 
directors  of  the  bank  professed  to  hold  the  money.  And 
these  acting  members  called  upon  the  directors  of  the 
bank  to  name  an  arbitrator,  for  determining  the  dispute 
between  themselves  and  the  bank,  according  to  staL 
9  6.  4.  c.  92.  5. 45.  (a)    The  directors  refused. 

(o)  Which  enacts,  That  if  any  dispute  shall  arise  between  any  such 
institution,  or  any  person  or  persons  acting  under  them,  and  any  indi- 
vidual depositor  theiein,  or  any  executor,  administrator,  next  of  kin,  or 
creditor  of  any  deceased  depositor,  or  any  person  claiming  to  be  such 
executor,  administntor,  next  of  kin,  or  creditor,  then  and  in  every  such 
case  the  matter  so  in  dtq;>ute  shall  be  referred  to  the  arbitration  of  two 
indifferent  persons,  one  to  be  chosen  and  appointed  by  the  trustees  or 
managers  of  such  institution,  and  the  other  by  the  party  with  whom  the 
dispute  aroae ;  and  in  case  the  aifoitrators  so  appointed  shaU  not  agrees 
then  socfa  matter  in  dispute  shall  be  referred  in  writing  to  the  barrister  at 
law  so  to  be  appointed  by  the  said  commissioners  as  aforesaid,  and  what- 
ever award,  order,  or  determination  shall  be  made  by  the  said  aibitrators, 
or  by  the  said  banister,  shaU  be  binding  and  conclusive  on  all  parties, 
and  shall  be  final  to  aU  intents  and  purpoaesy  without  any  i^peaL 

R.  V.  Richards 
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R.  V.  lUchards   now   shewed   cause.     The   statute        1834. 
9  G.  4.  €*  92.  5.  45«  was  not  meant  Co  apply  to  a  case  of     ^      ~ 

^^  ^  The  KiKO 

this  nature,  where  it  is  doubtful  who  represents  the        off^mt 

Wrham 

depositors,  but  only  to  cases  of  dispute  between  the  Savings  Baak. 
savings  banks  and  depositors  who  have  that  character 
undisputedly.  The  arbitrator  !»  not  to  determine  dis- 
putes between  the  individuals  making  the  deposits.  In 
Bex  V.  JTie  C/ieadle  Savings  Bank{a%  the  Court  granted 
a  mandamus  where  there  was  a  disputed  claim:  but 

(a)  Rex  o.  The  C  head  lb  Savings  Bank. 

F.  KELLY  bad  obtaiDed  a  rule  in  Ratter  term  ISSSy  calling  on  the   The  Courts 

trustees  of  the  CkeaiU  Savings  Bank  to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus  ^<^  *1=^ 

should  not  issue  commanding  them  to  appoint  an  arbitrator,  to  whom,      ^^    nanted 

ti^gether  with  an  arbitrator  named  by  CknAojktr  WMworlh,  on  behalf  of  a  man£mus 

his  children  WUHam  mUworth  and  FranoM  W^wmih,  a  reference  might  be  oiling  upon  a 

J     -  .  -.  sayings  bank 

made  of  the  matter  in  dispute  between  the  said  trustees  and  the  said  CArif-  i^  appoint  an 

iopher  Jfhititortht  on  behalf  of  his  said  children,  touching  two  sums  lately  arbitrator  to 

standing  in  the  said  bank  in  the  names  respectively  of  the  uSH  W.  W.  ^^<^de  between 

f>y*»"  and  Mi- 
and  F.  W.   It  appeared  from  the  affidavits,  that  one  Jenidnt  had  deposited  pUcanta  in 

the  sums  for  the  benefit  and  in  the  names  of  the  children  severally,  and  that   whose  names 

he  was  since  dead;  but  that,  before  his  death,  one  LabtUn,  who  had  been  f  deposit  had 

been  ""flgy. 
the  person  employed  by  Jenkint  to  make  ihe  depositt,  had  withdrawn   though  the' 

them.     Tlie  rules  of  tba  bank,  published  and  aUowed   at  the  quarter  deposit  had  been 

sessions,  directed  that  every  depositor  or  bearer  should  be  furm'shed  with  withdrawn  by 

a  duplicate  book  containing  an  entry  of  the  deposit,  and  that  the  duplicate  gmj^  [^  fyf 

should  be  brought  to  the  bank  when  any  money  should  be  withdrawn,  the  applicants, 

and  that  it  should  be  a  sufficient  authority  to  the  bank  to  pay  any  money,  ^^,!^{^"f^  ^^ 

in  default  of  notice  to  the  contrary  from  the  depositor.    Labdon  swore  |^|^  directed 

that  he  had  withdrawn  the  sums  by  the  order  of  JtnJIcmSf  and  had  always  that  a  duplicate 

had  custody  of  the  duplicate  books,  and  had  deUvered  them  up  to  the  >^>  ^^^ff" 

bank  on  withdrawing  the  deposits;  that  Jbiitnt  gave  him  to  understand  delivered  by  the 

that  he  meant  to  make  other  provision  for  the  children ;  and  that,  in  fact,  bank,  and  be 

be  had  done  so  by  his  will.     In  ITtfaiy  term  18S4,  Mautlwwity 

over  any  sums 
7%tf  Court  having  heard  JZ.  F.  Richards  against  the  rule,  and  F.  KeBtf  to  the  person 
in  support  of  it,  made  it  S^hwk  **  ^ 

Absolute,  and  though 
such  a  dupli- 
cate was  deKvexed  up  to  the  bank  when  the  deposit  waa  withdrawn. 

ia 
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1834.        in  that  case  there  was  no  doubt  that  the  parties,  in 
^   ^  whose  behalf  the  mandamus  was  applied  for,  were  the 

The  Kiwa  *^^  ^  ' 

of^ainu  identical  persons  in  whose  names  the  deposit  had  been 
Stfiags  Bank*  made.  The  applicants  claim  as  officers  of  the  society : 
in  their  individual  character  they  have  no  claim,  for 
they  were  not  the  actual  depositors.  Again,  if  the 
justices  had  authority  to  exclude  members  from  the 
society,  under  staL  3d  G.  3.  c.'5^,  s.  15.,  and  the  sub- 
sequent enlargement  of  the  provisions  therein  con* 
'  tained,   there  can  be  no  appeal,   by  the  concluding 

words  of  the  section :  but  the  present  application,  if 
successful,  would  have  the  effect  of  an  appeal. 

Knaales  in  support  of  the  rule.  If  this  mandamus  be 
refused,  the  bank  will  keep  the  money  for  themselves, 
and  may  do  so  whenever  there  is  a  dispute  between  the 
depositors ;  for  no  action  at  law  lies  against  the  bank : 
Crisp  V.  Bufibury  and  Others  {a).  In  Exparte  Nor^ 
risk  (&),  Sir  TAomas  Plumer^  Master  of  the  Rolls,  held 
that,  under  stat  33  G.S.  c.  54'.,  a  court  of  equity  had  no 
jurisdiction  on  a  petition  by  a  new  trustee  against  a  late 
trustee  of  a  friendly  society,  which  had  abandoned  its 
rules  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace.  The  magistrates 
had  no  power  of  expulsion  ;  for  the  rules,  under  which 
the  society  existed,  were  not  enrolled,  and  the  enrolment 
is  essential  to  the  power  of  the  magistrates,  as  was  ad- 
mitted on  both  sides  in  Bex  v.  Gilkes  and  Others  {c). 
Neither,  in  fact,  is  it  material  whether  or  not  the  present 
applicants  have  ceased  to  be  members  of  the  friendly 
society ;  any  persons  who  have  joined  to  deposit  are 
entitled  to  the  remedy  by  arbitration  given  by  the  statute. 

(«)  8  Bing,  394.  (6)  Jacob,  162.  (c)  BJB.iC  489. 

In 
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In  liex  ▼•  The  Cheadle  Savings  Bank  (a),  there  certftioly        18S4. 
was  a  dottbt  as  to  wbo  were  the  prqper  claimantSt  yet  the       

Th«  Knra 

mandamus  was  graated.  The  arbitrator  in  the  present  n^mi^ 
case  would  have  to  determine  exactly  the  same  question  Sftvings  BuIe. 
as  in  that  case^  namely,  whether  the  party  applying  has 
a  claim  on  the  bank.  If  the  present  applicants  reoei?e 
the  money  on  behalf  of  the  sociefy^  and  it  should  turn 
out  that  other  parties  are  the  persons  enUtled  to  claim 
on  behatf  of  the  sodefy^  such  parties  will  have  a  legal 
remedy  against  the  present  applicants. 

Lord  Dekm AN  C.  J.  Here  is  an  institution  called  a 
friendly  society,  the  rules  of  which  are  not  strictly  en- 
rolled, and  which  deposits  sums  which  are  placed  to 
the  credit  of  the  society.  The  society  becomes  divided 
mto  fiictions ;  the  officers  are  changed ;  and  the  persons 
now  claiming  to  be  the  officers  have  been  either  legally 
or  illegally  (the  latter  perhaps  is  the  more  probable) 
expelled  by  the  magistrates.  These  persons  now  claim 
the  money  on  behalf  of  the  society,  in  their  characters  of 
stewards  and  bookkeeper.  The  directors  of  the  savings 
bank  may  answer,  that  they  received  the  money,  not 
from  these  persons  in  their  individual  characters,  but 
from  the  society ;  and  that  they  must  have  proof  that  the 
hands  into  which  they  are  required  to  pay  the  money 
are  the  hands  from  which  they  received  it  They  have 
a  right  to  be  satisfied  that  the  claimants  represent  the 
society.    The  rule  must  be  dischaiged. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  also  think  that  this  rule  must  be 
discharged.  The  act  directs  the  appointment  of  an 
arbitrator  when  there  is  a  dispute  between  the  savings 
bank  and  a  party  depositing.     Who  are  the  depositors 

(a)  Ante,  p.  335.  note  (a). 

VouL  Z  here? 
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18S4.       here?    The  persons  calling  for  the  money  are  entitled 
to  the  mandamus  if  they  represent  the  society,  not 

TTie  Knra  . 

a^ama  Otherwise.  One  party  say,  that  the  daunants  do  not 
SiTingtBaiik.  represent  the  society,  because  they  have  been  expelled; 
the  other  party  answer  that,  as  the  rules  were  not  en- 
rolled, the  magistrates  had  no  power  to  expel.  Then 
it  is  said  that  it  is  unimportant  whether  the  clumants 
be  members  of  a  friendly  society  or  not,  inasmuch 
as  any  persons  may  join  to  deposit,  and  an  arbitrator 
must  be  appointed,  if  a  dispute  arise  between  the  de» 
positors  and  the  bank.  I  agree  to  that :  but  do  these 
claimants  represent  the  depositors  ?  The  bank  will  not 
consent  to  appoint  an  arbitrator,  because  they  are  not 
sure  on  behalf  of  whom  the  application  is  made.  They 
have  ascertained  that,  at  any  rate,  the  magistrates  have 
professed  to  expel.  It  may  be  that  the  expulsion  was 
made  without  authority,  and  yet  the  bank  may  refiise 
to  take  upon  themselves  to  acknowledge  the  present 
applicants.  It  appears  that  they  were  not  the  actual 
depositors,  and  that  the  money  was  deposited  on  behalf 
of  the  whole  body. 

Patteson  J.  This  is  quite  a  clear  case.  The  whole 
question  is,  whether  we  must  compel  the  bank  to  be  a 
party  to  a  reference  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
the  rights  in  this  quarrel  among  the  depositors.  We 
must  see  who  the  depositors  are.  Let  them  first  settle 
that  among  themselves. 

Williams  J.  This  at  least  is  certain,  that  the  money 
was  paid  in,  years  ago^  by  a  particular  clerk  on  behalf 
of  the  socie^.  When  the  application  comes  to  us,  is 
it  not  a  most  obvious  preliminary  we  should  see  that  the 
party  applying  acts  for  the  party  depositing?    Tliese 

persons 
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persons  may  be  members,  but  can  they  claim  for  the        18S4. 
society  ?    Must  not  the  bank  hold  their  hands  till  they       

The  King 

see  that  cleared  up  ?    If  not,  they  might  be  subject  to  a       <vttR<r 
fresh  application  from  a  party  really  entitled.  Sunn^f^k. 

Rule  discharged  (a). 

(o)  Sioce  the  above  case  was  decided,  the  law  relating  to  Friendly 
Societies  has  been  modified  by  the  statute  4  &  5  IK.  4.  c.  4ay  (Royal 
Anent,  dOtb  of  My  1834,)  raiending  10  G.  4.  e,  $6. 


The  King  against  John  Biers  and  Anothen     j^*^^; 
''PHE  defendants  were  convicted  on  an  indictment,  re-  Astatutepassed 

X  in  a  session  of 

moved  into  this  Court  by  certiorari,  which  stated : —  parliament 

b^un  in  the 

That  the  defimdants,  on,  &c.  in  the.  third  year  of  the  leeond,  and 

_    continued  in 

reign  of  our  Lord  the  now  King,  well  knowing  that  E.  W.  the  third  year 
and   T.  W.  were  the  proprietors  of  a  certain  licensed  reign/nmst  not 
stage-carriage  drawn  by  two  horses,   numbered,  8cc.,  Jj^pfi^V 
"  and  that  they,  as  such  proprietors,  were  liable  to  the  *^^^*^l^ 
payment  of  certain  penalties  in  which  the  driver,  whose  n^ign:  although 

such  act  be  re- 
name was  unknown,  of  the  said  licensed  staffe-carriage  <^^  >»  >  la^r 

^  ^     statute  as 

should  be  convicted  before  any  one  of  his  Majesty's  "  passed  in  the 

i»  1  <•       1  n  •.^. ...  n  second  and  third 

justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Middlesex^  of  any  years,"  && 
offence  committed  by  the  said  driver  against  a  certain  act  ment  for  con- 
of  parliament  made  and  passed  in  the  second  and  third  jl^^b^induce^ 
years  of  the  reign  of  his  present  Majesty,  intituled,"  8ca  ^^^^^ 
(setting  out  the  title),  unlawfully  did  conspire,  &&  falsely,  ic»ew  the  party 
wrongfully,  and  without  probable  cause,  to  exhibit  a  cer-  against  to  bear 

a  certain  cha- 

tain  information  against  the  said  E.  W.  and  T.  W.  as  such  racter,  and  to 

be  liable  in  that 
character  to  the 
opOTition  of  an  act  passed  in  the  second  and  third  years,  ftc.  adding  the  title  of  the  act  cor- 
rectly, the  judgment  was  arrested  for  such  niisrecitaL 

And  this,  althongh  there  was  a  general  count  (to  which  the  objection  did  not  apply,) 
stating  merely  that  the  dcfendanto  conspired  <*  by  false,  artful,  and  subtle  stratagems  and 
ooDtriTsooea,  as  much  as  in  them  lay,  to  injure,  oppress,  aggriefe,  and  inporerish"  the 

Z  2  pro- 


Burnt. 
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1834>«        proprietors,  &c.  before  one  of  his  Majesty's  justices  of 

the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county,  therein  charging 

ajtamti  that  the  said  E.  W.  and  T.  fT.,  on  the  12th  day  of  ApriL 
in  the  third  year  aforesaid,  at,  &c.,  were  the  proprietors 
of  a  certain  licensed  stage-carriage,  &&,  and  that  the 
natne  of  the  driver  was  unknown ;  and  that,  when  he 
drove  the  same,  the  said  driver  did  unlawfully  carry  and 
convey  at  one  time  more  than  one  person  on  the  box 
of  the  said  carriage  besides  the- said  driver,  to  wit,  &&, 
contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,  whereby  the  said  driver  had  forfeited,  &&, 
to  be  applied  as  the  law  directs.  The  indictment  then 
stated,  that  the  defendant  J.  A,  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
conspiracy,  on,  &c.  in  the  third  year  aforesaid,  appeared 
before  a  justice  in  and  for  the  said  county,  and  wrong- 
fully, &C.  exhibited  to  and  before  him  a  certain  inform- 
ation, in  substance,  &c.  following : — County  oi Middlesex^ 
to  wit*  Be  it  remembered,  that  on,  &c.  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1833,  &c.  The  information  was  then  set  out, 
stating  the  alleged  offence,  and  charging  it  to  have  been 
committed  on,  &c.  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  aforesaid,  and 
contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided.  The  indictment  then  stated,  that  E.  fV. 
and  T.  W.  were  summoned  to  answer  the  information, 
on,  &c  in  the  year  aforesaid;  that,  on  that  day,  the 
present  defendants,  in  pursuance  of  the  conspiracy,  ap- 
peared in  support  of  the  information,  and  deposed  on 
oath  to  certain  matters,  which  the  indictment  n^atived. 
There  were  other  counts  not  differing  from  the  above 
in  any  respect  which  it  is  material  to  state ;  and  there 
was  a  count  not  referring  to  any  statute,  but  only 
charging  the  now  defendants  with  conspiring,  "  by 
divers  false,  artful,  and  subtle  stratagems  and  con- 
trivances. 
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trivances,  as  much  as  in  them  lay  to  injare,  oppress,  1834. 

s^grieve^  and  impoverish  E.  W.  and  T.  W.y  and  to  cheat  " 

and  defraud  them  of  their  monies."  a^amu 


BlXBS. 


Addphusy  in  this  term,  moved  in  arrest  of  jadg- 
meat  (a).  The  indictment  i^  bad,  inasmuch  as  it 
alleges  that  the  defendants,  well  knowing  that  the  pro- 
secutors were  liable  to  such  penalties  as  should  be 
incurred  by  the  driver  of  their  carriage,  under  an  act 
passed  **  in  the  second  and  third  years  of  the  reign  of  his 
present  Majesty,"  conspired,  &c.  A  misrecital  of  the 
day  of  passing  an  act  of  parliament  is  fatal :  Bac.  Abr. 
Statute^  L.  5.  (b),  citing  Partridge  v.  Strange  (c) ;  and  a 
statute  cannot  be  passed  in  two  years ;  Bac.  Abr.  (d) 
same  title,  citing  Langley  v.  Haynes  {e).  So  in  Ifiat  v. 
Stedman(g)f  it  was  held  that  a  statute  could  not  be 
pleaded  as  made  in  the  8  th  and  9th  years  of  the  reign  of 
William  the  Third ;  *^  for  in  law  an  act  cannot  be  made 
in  two  years,  and  though  so  mentioned  in  the  statute 
book,  it  cannot  be  good."  In  Rumsey  v.  TuffneU  {h\ 
judgment  was  arrested  because  the  declaration  recited  a 
statute  as  passed  at  a  session  begun  in  the  29th  of 
Elizabeth^  whereas  the  session  began  in  the  28th.  Be* 
fere  the  statute  33  G.  3.  c.  IS.  an  act  of  parliament  (in 
the  absence  of  any  special  direction  on  the  subject)  was 
considered  as  having  passed  on  the  first  day  of  the  8es-» 
sion ;  since  that  period  the  commencement  of  the  act 
(except  where  another  commencement  is  therein  pro- 
vided) dates  from  the  day  of  its  receiving  the  royal  as« 

(a)  Before  Lord  Dennmn  C.  J.,  iMUedtde,  Patteson,  and  WilUami  Ji. 

(ft)  P.  47a  ed.  1832.  (c)  Plowd.  77.  84.   S.  C  D^r,  74.  6.  (19.) 

(rf)  P.  471. 

(e)  Mloore,  503.     Hawk.  P,  C.  b.  3.    c  35.  s.  104. 

(jg)  Farteae.  Rep.  312. 

{k,  2  Ding.  255.     S.  C  9  B.  Moore,  425.  more  fullr* 

Z  3  sent: 


Bitmfc 
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1834.       sent:  in  no  case  can  it  be  supposed  to  have  passed  in 
two  different  years.    The  form  of  conviction  given  in 

The  KiMO         ,  .  .  .        ,  ^  ^    X 

againu        the  act  now  m  questioui  (printed  as  2  &  3  rr.  4.  c.  IzO.; 

schedule,  No.  8.,  speaks  of  it  as  an  act  passed  in  the 
third  year,  &c.  Tbe  objection  applies  to  all  the  counts 
but  the  last}  and  that  is  in  too  general  a  form  to  be  sup- 
ported. A  man  could  not  be  called  upon  to  answer  an 
indictment  consisting  merely  of  such  a  count 

Sir  James  Scarlett  contra.  Supposing  the  objection 
as  to  the  date  of  this  act  to  be  well  founded,  still  the  title 
is  correctly  set  out,  and  that  is  sufficient  The  year  in 
which  the  session  was  holden  is  surplusage,  and  there 
is  no  reason  that  it  should  not  be  altogether  rejected. 
Besides,  the  statute  3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  48.  for  amending 
the  act  in  question,  speaks  of  it  (in  the  preamble),  as  an 
act  '^  passed  in  the  second  and  third  years  of  the  reign 
of  his  present  Majesty,"  and  that  is  sufficient  warrant  for 
the  mode  of  description  used  in  the  indictment.  [Li/* 
tledale  J.  It  is  very  commonly  used  now  in  statutes. 
Patteson  J.  A  correct  mode  of  statement  is  followed  in 
the  act  for  the  further  amendment  of  the  law,  3  &  4  ^.  4. 
c.  42.  5.  16.,  which  refers  to  <^  the  statute  passed  in  the 
session  of  parliament  held  in  the  eighth  and  ninth  years 
of  the  reign  of  King  William  the  Third,  intituled,"  &c. 
Liitledale  J.  There  are  several  authorities  in  Vin.  Abr. 
Statutes^  E.  3.  and  E.  5.  as  to  the  effect  of  misreciting 
acts  of  parliament,  in  respect  of  the  date;  BryatU  v. 
Withers  (ja)  is  another.] 

Cur.  adv,  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
•the  Court     We  are  of  opinion,  that  the  objection  taken 

(a)  2  Jl/.f  &1S3. 

to 
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to  the  indictment  in  this  case  is  good,  on  the  authority        1834. 
olLangUif  v.  Haines  (a),  followed  up  by  the  decision  in 
NuU  V.  Siedman  (6).    The  judgment  will  therefore  be 

arrested. 

Judgment  arrested  (c). 

(a)  Uoorg,  0OS.     Hawk.  P.  C  b.  2.  c.95.  a.  104. 

(6)  Fvrtete,  B^  372. 

(c)  See  Barm  ▼.  Grteth  2  Cowp,  474.  Qusre,  whether,  En  the  present 
case,  the  fint  count  of  the  indictment  might  not  htye  been  nipportcdy  on 
the  ground  that  the  misredtal  only  affected  a  portion  of  the  indictment 
which  might  well  have  been  dispenied  with,  and  which  was  not  at  all 
referred  to  in  the  nibsequent  part  of  the  count.  See  Burt  ▼.  BotkweB, 
1  Lvtte.  140.  (also  1  Ld.  Bt^m.  343.) ;  and  Palmert.  Taylor,  8  ITeb.  468. 

It  b  bud  down  in  Partridge  ▼.  Strange  (Plowd.  84.),  that  the  objection 
of  misredtal  is  not  answered  by  shewing  that  the  sutute  need  not  have 
been  recited  at  all.  But  in  that  cue  there  was  a  continued  reftrente  CO 
the  statute^  as  misrecited,  throughout  the  whole  declaration. 


MCORMACK  against  MeLTOK.  Tuetd,^^ 

°  Ji/ay6th. 

JLflLLER  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  an  plaintiff  hating 

JLKK.         ,  ^  .»,  V     4.  j»         ^i_  •_    recovered  83/., 

order  of  TamUm  3.  for  amending  the  ca.  sa.  m  .mstedtiie 

this  case  should  not  be  reversed,  and  the  defendant  ca-^fo^s" 

discharged  from  custody.    The  amount  recovered  by  ^^^^ 

the  pkintiff  for  damages  and  costs  was  33/.  10*.,  but  ^^^^^^ 

the  sum  inserted  in  the  process  was  34/.  105.    The  custody,  «nd 

allowed  the 

amendment  consisted  in  substituting  the  right  sum,  and  process  to  bo 

,  ,  ,       amended  by 

adding  a  testatum  clause.     Miller  admitted  that  the  •inserting  Uio 
latter  amendment  might  be  made,  but  contended  that  ^^  ^dog 
the  former  was  in   a  matter  of  substance,  and  not  J^efw^a?" 
allowable.  iPattesonJ.  ItisstatedinTidiTsPradiceial  ^^^^ 
that  « the  ca.  sa.  may  be  amended  by  the  judgment,  in  ^^^^ 
the  names  of  the  parties,  if  mistaken,  or  in  the  amount 

(a)  P.  1028.  9th  edit. 

Z  4  of 


MXLTOW. 
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1S94.       of  the  sum  recovered:"  and  several  cases  are  cited; 
""— ^       among  others,  Lcaroche  v.   Washrough  (a),   where  the 

M'CORXACK 

agaimu  Writ  of  executton  was  amended  by  reducing  the  sum, 
in  which  15/.  had  been  introduced  by  mistake.]  Sup- 
pose a  party  owing  20/.  were  arrested  on  a  ca.  sa. 
for  500/.  {LiMedcde  J.  Probably,  in  such  a  case,  the 
amendment  would  not  be  allowed;  it  would  appear, 
there,  that  the  irregularity  arose  from  something  more 
than  mistake.  But  in  Moiys  v.  Leake  (&),  where 
execution  had  issued  for  1400/.,  the  judgment  being 
only  for  700/.,  the  Court  allowed  an  amendment,  it 
appearing  that  the  variance  was  merely  a  mistake,  and 
that  700/.  only  had  been  levied.]  There  is  no  pretence 
here  for  saying  that  it  was  a  mistake;  and,  if  the 
process  is  amended,  the  party  cannot  maintain  an  action 
for  the  improper  arrest  [Patteson  J.  Why  should 
he  maintain  an  action  when  he  has  sustained  no  damage? 
He  should  have  paid  his  debt.] 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  This  point  was  properly 
decided  by  Lord  Kenyan  in  Laroche  v.  Wasttfrmgh  (c). 
He  there  says,  *'  The  justice  of  the  case  requires  that 
we  should  permit  the  plaintiff  to  amend;  if  the  defend- 
ant had  indeed  suffered  by  the  excess  in  the  execution, 
that  might  have  varied  the  case;  but  here  he  has  not 
sustained  any  damage  by  it."  It  was  so  in  the  present 
case:  the  defendant  is  not  damaged;  and,  if  he  has 
suffered  any  inconvenience,  it  was  his  own  fault  in  not 
paying  what  he  owed.     There  will  be  no  rule. 

LtiTLEDALE,  Patteson,  and  Williams  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 

(fl)  2  T.  R.  737.  (A)  8  T.  R,  416.  note  (a), 

(c)  2  T,  R.  739. 
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Jambs  Phillips,  an  Infant,  by  Robert  Wigin*  Tuaday, 
TON,  bis  next  Fnend,  agatnst  Jones. 

A  SSUMPSIT.     The  declaration  stated,  that  in  con-  Defendant 
sideration  that  plaintiff  would  enter  into  defendant's  pUmtiff's 
service  in  his  trade  of  a  jeweller,  defendant  promised  ceiTrplaiotifi' 
that,  if  upon  and  after  a  reasonable  trial  he  should  ap-  ^noTJJJto  hit 
prove  of  plaintif!^  he  would  take  him  as  an  apprentice  ^^^^  ^*'J^'' 
in  his  said  trade,  and  execute  a  proper  indenture,  on  *•  apprentice  if 

'  *^     \  approved  of. 

the  same  being  also  executed  by  plaintiff  and  his  father.  Plaintiff  went 

-  1  t  '     TT         n  ^'         a  •    1  n      1     into  the  •errice. 

Averment,  that  plamtin  connding,  oc&  entered  defend-  and  worked  for 
ant's  service  on  trial  as  aforesaid,  and  continued  in  such  nearij  two 
service  on  trial  for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  &c.,  the  same  being  i[^^  appiiT 
more  than  a  reasonable  time  in  that  behalf;  that  defend-  ^*^"^  ™^^ 
ant  did,  after  a  reasonable  time,  to  wit,  on,  &&  approve  of  ^^  ^j^^ 
plaintiff,  and  that  plaintiff  and  his  father  were  willing  to  Pendant  told 
execute  the  indenture,  of  which  defendant,  on,  &c.  had  plaintiff  should 

•eire  out  the 

Dodce.    Breach,  that  defendant  did  not  nor  would  re-  two  yean,  and 

ceive  plaintiff  as  an  apprentice  in  his  said  business,  the  father  pay-' 

though  he  was  afterwards,  and  after  such  approval,  to  i^^  ^Thi/was 

wit,  on,  &c.  requested  by  plaintiff  so  to  do.    The  second  ^^.^;  *'"' 

count  was  on  a  promise  by  defendant,  that  if  he  should  *^°'^^ii^*'.^ 

approve  of  plaintiff  on  a  reasonable  trial,  he  would  plaintiff,  and 

....  ,    toldhimtogo 

receive  him  into  his  service  in  his  said  trade,  and  if  home  about  his 

business. 
Plaintiff  went  home,  and  on  the  father  applying  to  defendant  for  an  explanation,  the  latter 
told  him  to  go  and  do  his  worst.  The  father  then  caused  a  letter  to  be  written  to  de- 
fendant  by  his  attorney,  requiring  him  either  to  talce  plaintiff  as  his  apprentice,  or  recom- 
penee  biro  for  his  work  ;  but  no  satisfactory  answer  was  given,  and  plaintiff,  by  hb  next 
friend*  brought  an  action  to  reooyer  compensation  for  hb  serrioe. 

The  Judge  put  it  to  the  jury  on  these  fscts,  whether  or  not  the  defendant's  conduct  was 
luch  aa  warranted  tha  fathir  in  considering  the  contract  for  an  apprenticesihip  as  resdoded; 
and  he  further  suted,  that  if  they  thought  it  was,  they  were  lo  gtre  plaintiff  such  compens- 
ation for  bit  work  as  they  thought  proper.  The  jury  found  a  terdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with 
damsges  by  way  of  compensation  for  his  senrices : 

Held,  that  the  direction  waa  right,  and  the  verdict  not  to  be  disturbed. 

he 
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1684.  he  should  not  so  receive  him,  would,  pay  plaintiff  a 
reasonable  compensation  for  his  services  for  and  during 
the  period  he  should  remain  in  defendant's  service. 
Breach,  that  defendant  dismissed  plaintiff,  and  that 
plaintiff  reasonably  deserved  to  have  for  his  services 
the  sum  of,  &c.  but  that  defendant  would  not  pay  it. 
The  third  count  stated,  that  plaintiff  had  entered  de- 
fendant's service  on  trial,  and  on  the  terms  of  being 
taken  as  an  apprentice  if  approved  of;  that  plaintiff  had 
been  approved  of;  and  that,  in  consideration  of  the  pre- 
mises, and  that  plaintiff  had  undertaken  to  be  bound 
apprentice,  defendant  promised  to  receive  him  as  such 
within  a  reasonable  time,  &c.  There  were  also  inde- 
bitatus counts  for  wages  and  salary  due  to  plaintiff  for 
services  done  by  him  as  the  hired  servant  of  defendant, 
oh  his  retainer ;  and  for  the  price  and  value  of  work 
done  by  plaintiff  for  defendant.  Plea,  the  general 
issue. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  London 
sittings  after  Trinity  term,  1833,  it  appeared  that  the 
defendant  had  agreed  to  receive  the  plaintiff  on  trial, 
and  take  him  as  apprentice  if  approved  of:  that  no- 
thing was  said  of  any  salary:  that  the  plaintiff  went 
into  the  defendant's  service,  and  continued  in  it  nearly 
two  years,  working  at  the  trade,  and  doing  errands; 
that  the  plaintiff's  father  during  that  time  made  some 
applications  to  the  defendant  to  have  the  boy  ap- 
prenticed, which  were  put  off,  but  that  the  defendant  at 
last  proposed  that  the  father  should  let  the  boy  remain 
with  him  to  the  end  of  two  years,  and  should  give  the 
defendant  10^,  which  (as  was  represented  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff)  were  understood  as  the  terms  upon  which 
the  apprenticing  was  to  take  place.  The  father  con- 
sented. 


Jowi 
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sented;  bat^  shortly  after  this  time,  the  defendanti  on       18S4. 

the  boy's  coming  to  his  work  in  the  morning,  scolded       ;^ 

and  beat  him,  and  told  him  to  go  home  about  his  tn^mui 
business ;  and  he  went  home.  The  father,  on  the  same 
day,  called  on  the  defendant,  with  his  son,  to  enquire 
the  reason  of  what  had  happened,  and  to  learn  what  he 
intended  to  do,  but  was  told  by  the  defendant  in  a  con-^ 
temptuous  manner  to  go  and  *<  do  his  best  and  worst" 
The  father  then  caused  a  letter  to  be  written  by  his 
attorney  to  the  defendant,  referring  to  his  promise  to 
take  the  plaintiff  as  apprentice,  requiring  him  either  to 
do  so,  or  to  pay  the  plaintiff  a  compensation  for  his 
work,  and  giving  him  until  the  Saturday  following  to 
make  his  election  before  an  action  should  be  com-* 
menced.  The  defendant,  on  the  Saturday^  wrote  to  the 
fiither,  proposing  that  he  should  call  upon  the  defend- 
ant on  the  Monday^  to  which  (by  the  father's  direction) 
an  answer  was  sent  by  the  attorney,  desiring  that  any 
proposal  to  be  made  should  be  addressed  to  him^ 
Nothing  further  passed,  and  in  about  a  week  the  action 
was  commenced.  Evidence  was  given  to  shew  that  the 
boy's  services  had  been  of  some  value  to  the  defendants 
It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  there 
was  no  proof  of  the  plaintiff  having  been  hired  at  a 
salaiy,  but  that  the  evidence  shewed  the  contrary,  and 
that  the  plaintiff's  case,  if  maintainaUe  at  all,  should 
have  been  grounded  on  the  damage  accruing  to  him  by 
the  breach  of  the  special  contract  to  take  him  as  ap- 
prentice; of  which  damage,  or  of  any  express  refusal 
to  take  the  plaintiff,  there  was  no  proofs  The  Lord 
Chief  Justice  left  it  to  the  jury  (a)  to  say  whether  the 

(ii)  See  p.  337«  post^ 

conduct 
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1884.        condact  of  the  defendant  had  not  been  such  that  the 
'  plaintifPs  father  might  justly  consider  the  special  con- 

agaimt        tract  abandoned,  and  take  his  son  away,  in  which  case 

JONU* 

his  Lordship  was  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  such  compensation  for  his  services  as  the  jury 
might  think  warranted  by  the  evidence.  The  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  20/.  In  the 
ensuing  term  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  entering  a 
nonsuit,  or  for  a  new  trial. 

R.  V.  Richards  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended 
that  the  special  agreement  had  been  determined,  and 
that  the  defendant  was  bound  to  make  some  recom- 
pense to  the  plaintiff  for  his  services,  and  could  not  set 
op  in  defence  the  contract  which  he  had  abandoned. 
The  Court  then  desired  to  hear  the  other  side. 

Erk  contril.  The  evidence  shews  that  there  was  an 
open  contract  down  to  the  time  of  bringing  the  action ; 
the  plaintiff,  therefore,  could  not  proceed  upon  the 
general  counts:  Weston  v.  Ikmnes{a\  Cooke  v.  Mun^ 
stone  (i).  The  whole  of  the  plaintiff's  connection  with 
the  defendant  was  in  the  character  of  an  intended  ap« 
prentice,  and  not  of  a  servant ;  if  the  case  had  arisen 
under  the  poor  laws,  it  would  have  come  within  the 
principle  of  Rex  v.  Bilborough  (c).  Rex  v.  St.  Maiy^  Kid' 
welb/{d\  and  Rex  v.  Crediton  (e).  The  test  of  the  re- 
lation between  the  parties  here  would  be,  whether  or 
not  the  defendant,  if  disposed  to  enforce  the  agreement, 
could  have  sued  upon  it,  as  in  Keene  v.  Parsons  {g) ;  and 

(a)  )  Doug.  83.  (6)  1  New  Rep.  S51. 

(c)  1  B.  i  Aid.  1 15.  (d)  SB.4;C.  750. 

(e)  2B.i  Ad.  493.  {g)  «  ^urk-  N.  P.  SOG. 

there 
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there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  he  could  not  [Lditle"  1834. 
dak  3*  Suppose  there  had  been  a  continued  ill  usage  ' 
by  the  master  from  day  to  day,  which  had  at  last  ^^miur 
rendered  it  necessary  to  remove  the  plaintiff,  might  not 
an  implied  contract  have  been  alleged  to  pay  him  for 
his  services  ?]  Earrati  v.  Burghart  {a)  is  the  converse 
of  that  case,  and  it  certainly  was  held  there,  that  an  im- 
plied contract  arose  on  the  part  of  the  father  to  pay  for 
the  board  and  lodging  of  his  son  in  the  master^s  house. 
But  the  facts  here  do  not  admit  of  a  simibr  suggestion. 
[Patteson  J.  The  defendant's  expression,  when  the  father 
called  upon  him,  is  very  like  a  refusal  to  execute  the 
special  agreement.]  The  correspondence  which  fol- 
lowed shews  that  it  was  not  so  considered  by  the  parties. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  My  impression  of  the  master^s 
conduct  was,  that  he  was  following  up  a  system  of 
evasion :  and  I  think  I  must  have  stated  to  the  jury  that 
the  question  was,  whether  his  behaviour  was  such  as 
justified  the  father  in  taking  his  son  away;  and  that  if 
they  thought  so,  the  son  was  entitled  to  some  recom- 
pense for  his  services.]* 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  think  that,  if  the  conduct  of  the 
master  was  such  as  fairly  authorized  the  father  to  take 
his  son  away,  the  son  was  entitled  to  some  compensation, 
and  there  is  no  occasion  to  disturb  the  verdict. 

Patteson  J.  I  cannot  doubt  that  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  left  the  case  to  the  jury  in  the  manner  he  has 
stated ;  and  they  being  of  opinion  that  the  father  was 
justified  in  considering  the  contract  at  an  end,  the  plain- 

(a)  3  Car,  f  P.  38J. 

tiff 
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ti£P  was  entitled  to  some  remuneration.  If  it  had  ap- 
peared by  their  finding  that  the  contract  was  still  open 
when  the  action  was  commenced,  it  would  have  been  a 
difiSsrent  case. 


WiLLiAiis  J.  I  think  there  was  evidence  which  might 
properly  go  to  the  jury  in  the  manner  in  which  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  left  it.  The  expressions  of  the  master, 
and  the  other  facts  in  the  case,  lead  to  the  conclusion 
that  he  was  evading  the  performance  of  his  agreement 
If  he  had  not  actually  determined  the  contract,  be  had 
put  off  the  fulfilment  of  it  unreasonably  and  unjustly. 
The  Lord  Chief  Justice  therefore  left  the  case  properly 
to  the  jury,  and  they  were  at  liberty  to  find  an  implied 
agreement  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  something  for 
his  services. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  service  performed  gave  a 
pTim&  facie  right  to  compensation,  and  that  prim&  facie 
case  was  not  contradicted  by  the  other  facts. 

Rule  discharged. 


tStetdttjff 
JUcySth. 


Under  3  & 
4  r.  4.  c.  49. 
M,5\.,  execu- 
ton  mre  liable 
(in 


meoced  before 
the  iUadile 
ceme  lolooper- 
atkxi)  and  tried 
•fterwardii 
UekJ,  ^JK/^ 

lentiente. 


Freeman  and  Others,  Executors  of*  Freeman, 
against  Moyes. 

nPHIS  action  was  commenced  by  the  plaintiffs  as 
executors,  in  Easter  term,  1832,  an  action  for  the 
same  cause  having  been  brought  by  the  testator,  but 
having  abated  by  his  death.  Notice  of  trial  was  given 
for  the  London  sittings  in  Michaelmas  term  following, 
but  the  cause,  being  made  a  remanet,  was  not  tried  till 
the  sittings  after  Michaelmas  term,  1888,  when  the  de- 
fendant 
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fendant  had  a  verdict.     He  afterwards  took  out  a  sum-        1834. 
moDs  for  taxation  of  costs,  under   the   statute  S  &  4*       „ 
W.  4.  c.  42.  &  SI  la).     The  master  doubted   whether        againd 

MOTBI. 

the  statute,  which  came  into  operation  on  the  1st  of  June 
1883  {b\  applied  to  an  action  previously  commenced ;  but 
he  taxed  the  costs,  and  recommended  that  the  question 
should  be  submitted  to  the  C!ourt  In  Hilary  term,  1834, 
a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  setting  aside  the  taxation ; 
against  which 

Sir  James  Scarlett  in  the  same  term  shewed  cause  (c). 
The  words  of  the  clause  in  question  are  retrospective. 
It  enacts  that,  *<  in  every  action  brought,"  not,  ^^  to  be 
brought,"  by  an  executor,  he  shall  be  liable  to  costs. 
That  includes  actions  depending  at  the  time  when  the 
act  passed.  Where  it  b  meant  that  an  act  should  have 
a  prospective  effect  only,  it  is  common  to  use  corres- 
ponding words.  In  this  instance  the  legislature  would 
have  said,  *'  in  all  actions  hereafter  to  be  brought,"  &c. 
The  clause  of  Lord  Tenter  den!  s  act,  9  G.  4.  c.  14. 
5.  1.  which  provides,  *'  that  in  actions  of  debt  or  upon 
the  case,  grounded  upon  any  simple  contract,  no  acknow- 
ledgment or  promise  by  words  only  shall  be  deemed 
sufficient  evidence  of  a  new  or  continuing  contract,"  &c., 

(a)  3  &  4  W.  4.  c  49.  «.  31.  "  And  be  it  farther  enacted,  that  in 
•rery  action  brought  bj  anjr  eiecutor  or  administrator  in  right  of  the  tes- 
tator or  intestata^  inch  executor  or  administrator  ibaU,  unlesa  the  court 
in  which  mch  action  It  brought,  or  a  judge  of  any  of  the  laid  luperior 
courts  *fa*ll  olhcrwiie  order,  be  liable  to  paj  coats  to  the  defendant  in 
caie  of  being  nontuiled  or  a  verdict  pasnog  against  the  plaintifii  and 
in  all  other  casei  in  which  he  would  be  liable  if  such  plaintiff  were  suing 
in  baa  own  tight  upon  a  cause  of  action  accruing  to  himtelf ;  and  the 
defendant  shall  haTO  judgment  for  such  costs^  and  they  shall  be  recovered 
in  like  manner." 

(ft)  Sect.  44. 

(c)  Jammary  30tb,  before  Lord  Demman  C.  J.,  IMtdaU  and  Totm- 
f«ii  Js. 

has 
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has  been  held  to  exclude  evidence  of  adcnowledgments 
made  before  the  statute  came  into  operation  (a). 

Piatt  contra.  There  is  nothing  in  the  words  of  the 
clause  in  question  to  give  it  a  retrospective  efieot;  and 
great  injustice  would  be  done  if  that  tSect  were  given. 
It  was  not  the  fault  of  the  pluntiffs  that  this  cause  was 
not  tried  before  the  act  caae  in  fixrce.  Cases  under 
Lord  Tenterden's  act  are  not  in  point;  that  statute  in- 
troduced a  rule  of  evidence,  which  applied  to  every  cause 
that  might  afterwards  be  tried^  depending  upon  such 
evidence :  but  there  is  a  difference  between  an  act  merely 
regulating  trials  for  the  future,  and  one  which  should 
take  away  the  antecedent  rights  of  parties  litigating. 
iTaunton  J.  The  consequences  of  Lord  TerUerdenfs  act 
in  the  description  of  cases  cited  were  equally  penal  on  a 
plaintiff:  he  commenced  a  suit  founded  on  a  verbal  pro- 
mise, which  at  that  time  was  sufficient  ground  for  the 
action;  but,  upon  the  trial,  he  was  told,  the  statute 
having  passed  in  the  meantime,  that  he  must  produce  a 
promise  in  writing,  or  fail.]  If  the  Court  should  think 
that  the  act  2  &  3  JV.  4.  r.  42.  has  the  effect  of  making 
the  plaintiffs  liable  to  costs,  at  least  this  is  a  case  in 
which  the  Court  will  ^  otherwise  order,"  as  the  act 
enables  them  to  do  [b). 

Cur.  adv.  vidi. 


Lord  Denmam  C.  J.  now  mentioned  this  case^  and, 
after  reading  the  clause  relied  upon  in  support  of  the 
taxation,  said :  Upon  enquiry  we  find  that  both  the  Court 

(a)  Towler  ▼.  CkaUerton,  6  Bing*  258. 
(6)  See  Lffions  ▼.  Barrow ^  10  Bing.  563, 


of 
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of  Connnon  Pleas  and  Court  of  Exchequer  (a)  hold, 
that  actions  already  commenced  when  the  statute  came 
into  operation  are  within  the  meaning  of  that  section. 
The  rale  for  setting  aside  the  taxation  will  therefore  be 
discharged. 


Frikuak 

against 
MoTU. 


LiTTXEDALE  J.  I  must  own,  as  far  as  my  own  opinion 
goes,  I  should  have  thought  differently.  It  seems  to  me 
a  strange  consequence  of  the  act,  that  a  party  should 
commence  a  suit,  and  find  only  on  the  eve  of  the  trial 
that  he  is  liable  to  costs ;  which,  if  he  had  known  before, 
he  probably  would  not  have  brought  the  action. 

Rule  discharged  (b). 

(a)  In  Pickup  ▼.  ITAoHon,  2  Cro.  i  M,  405.  Sihry  term  1834,  wbera 
tbt  tune  point  aroie  at  in  the  preient  case,  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  being 
informed  that  nich  a  question  was  then  depending  in  the  King's  Bench, 
took  time  for  consideration,  and  in  Easter  term  Bayley  B.  saidt  "  that  the 
Coort  had  conferred  with  the  Judges  of  the  King's  Bench,  and  that  both 
Courts  concurred  in  thinking  the  statute  retrospective  ;*'  but  the  Court 
of  Exchequer,  under  the  circamstances  of  that  case,  did  not  allow  the  de« 
ftadant  to  have  costs.     S,  C*  4  Tyrwh,  821. 

(6)  See,  as  to  a  similar  quesUon  on  the  rule  of  Court,  HU,  2  W.  4. 
L  Ko.  74.  (3  B,  f  A<L  385.)  Cox  ▼.  Tkomasont  2  Tyrwh.  411.  2  Cro.  f 
Jer,  49&,  where  it  was  held  that  the  rule  applied  to  costs  incurred  before 
it  came  into  operation,  and  taxed  afterwards. 

See  also,  as  to  the  construction  of  3  &  4  ^«  4^  c.  48.  «.  3a,  Carvalho  ?« 
Burnt  in  Ervor,  post. 


Voul. 


Aa 
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Tuetday,  The  KiNO  ogcmst  The  Archdeacon  of  Chester. 

May  6th. 

A  vestry  being     A  RULE  had  been  obtained  calling  on  the  Archdeacon 
held  in  Van.  of  Chester  to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus  should 

eiwdo/of**''  ^^^  issue,  calling  upon  him  to  swear  in  certain  persons 

churchwardeni,  ,^^^^^^1  BarbouT^  BoslroTij  and  Grime^  as  churchwardens 

alO%ICC  ^vAS 

given  that  the  ^f  ^j^g  parish  of  MancheUerf  or  the  Manchester  division 

meeung  vrould  *" 

be  held  in  the  thereof,  on  the  grounds,  that  they  were  duly  elected ; 

but  that,  if  a '  that  the  meeting  at  which  their  election  took  place  was 

manded,  it  illegally  adjoumed ;  and  that  a  poll  subsequently  taken 

j^uraed  to  the  ^^  "o*  ^uly  taken. 

Ihrm^^ng  ^*       I^  appeared  by  the  affidavits  that  a  meeting  of  the  ley- 

*h*^  'Th*  d  P*y®'5  ^^  ^^^  ^^  Easter  Tuesday^  the  9th  of  AprU 

upon  which  a  1833,  in  the  collegiate  or  parish  church  o(  Manchester^ 

poll  wa»  de-  o  ^ 

manded,  and  for  the  election  of  churchwardens  for  the  parish,  who 

thereupon  the  i  .        i*  -.^       .  mi 

chairman,  with-  are  also  oversecrs  of  the  township  ot  Manchester.    The 

I  o*f"the  *  Rev-  Cecil  Daniel  Wray^  one  of  the  fellows  of  the  church, 


journed'ihe"  ^^^^  'he  cliair.     The  meeting  is  usually  held  without 

town-h^i^*"  any  notice;  but  on  this  occasion,  a  contest  being  ex- 

whire  a  poll  pectcd,  the  churchwardens,  as  it  was  stated,  to  avoid  un- 

Heid,  that  tiie  seemly  behaviour  in  the  church,  had  the  following  notice 

proceeding  was       ^        *  ^  " 

regular,  no  hu-   given  ill  church  on  the  3 1st  of  March  preceding  the 

siness  having 

been  inter-  election  : — 

Ind  the  ad- '  "  Notice  is  hereby  given,  that  a  meeting  of  the  inhabit- 

iartTcuiTr'' '"  '  ants  in  vestry,  of  and  for  the  parish  of  Manchester,  will 

'"Irtof^e"^  be  held  in  the  parish  church  o( Manchester,  on,  &c.  at 

original  ap-  eleven  in  the  forenoon,  for  the  appointment  of  church- 

pointment.  '^*^ 

wardens  and  sidesmen  for  the  parish  of  Manchester  for 
the  year  ensuing;  and,  if  a  poll  should  be  demanded,  the 
meeting  will  be  immediately  adjoumed  to  the  town-hall 

in 
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in  Manchester^  and  the  polling  will  commence  and  be        1834. 
kept  open  till  four  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  said      _    „ 

^      ^  The  Kmo 

9th  day  of  Aprils  and  the  polling  will  be  continued  from        of^imu 
day  to  day  at  the  town*hall  aforesaid,  from  the  hour  of  Archdeacon  of 
ten  in  the  forenoon  to  the  hour  of  four  in  the  afternoon 
of  each  day  {Sunday  excepted),  up  to  and  including 
Tuesdiy  the  16th  day  oi  Aprils 

Signed  by  the  churchwardens. 

Dated,  &c. 

The  chairman,  on  taking  his  seat  upon  the  day  of 
election  (a),  stated  the  substance  of  the  notice,  after 
which  one  of  the  outgoing  churchwardens  proposed  a 
list  of  persons  to  serve  the  office  for  the  ensuing  year. 
The  list  having  been  moved  and  seconded,  a  consider- 
able clamour  and  difference  of  opinion  arose:  other  lists 
were  proposed,  and,  among  them,  one  containing  the 
names  of  Messrs.  Barbour ^  Rostron^  and  Grime ;  and 
this  list,  being  put  to  the  vote,  was,  on  a  shew  of  hands, 
carried  by  a  large  majority.  A  poll  was  then  de- 
manded ;  and  the  chairman,  without  any  motion  having 
been  made  or  vote  taken  on  this  subject,  adjourned  the 
election  to  the  town-hall.  Several  persons  (stated  on 
affidavit  to  have  been  ley-payers)  objected  to  the 
adjournment,  both  at  this  time  and  during  the  poll. 
Many  who  had  not  been  at  the  meeting  in  the  church, 
polled  in  the  town-hall;  and  the  churchwardens'  list 
was  carried  by  a  majority  of  2059  to  28.  The  arch- 
deacon swore  in  the  parties  so  elected,  and  refused  to 
swear  in  the  others.  It  was  further  stated,  in  the  affi- 
davits against  the  rule,  that  the  number  of  persons  en- 
tided  to  vote  at  the  election  was  25,000 ;  and  that  many 

(a)  Af  to  the  minUter'i  right  to  preside,  see  WUion  ▼•  M^Math,  S  B% 
i  Aid,  844.  note  (6).     3  PhiU.  Rep.  61.  S.  C. 

A  a  2  per- 
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1834.       persons  not  qualified  to  vote  were  at  the  meeting  in  the 
church,  and  active  in  the  proceedings. 

Sir  James  Scarlett  (with  whom  was  StarkU)  now 
shewed  cause.  After  the  notice  that  had  been  given, 
the  chairman  had  a  right  to  adjourn  the  meeting. 
Since  the  announcement  in  the  church,  no  person  had 
given  notice  of  any  intention  to  oppose  such  adjourn- 
ment. Had  any  such  intended  objection  been  made 
known,  many  persons  would  have  attended  the  meeting 
in  the  church,  who,  as  it  was,  did  not  do  so.  There 
can  be  no  reference  to  custom  in  this  case,  because  it 
does  not  appear  that  there  was  ever  a  contest  on  such 
an  occasion  before.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  pro- 
ceeding seems  to  us  to  be  very  reasonable,  unless  any 
authority  can  be  shewn  against  it.] 

F.  Pollock  and  Rushton  contra.  The  right  of  ad- 
journing is  in  the  assembly  at  large,  Stoughton  v.  Sey* 
nolds{a)t  and,  if  it  is  not  in  the  chairman,  he  cannot 
transfer  it  to  himself  by  giving  notice  beforehand  that 
in  a  certain  event  he  will  exercise  it.  It  makes  no  dif- 
ference as  to  the  right,  that  some  persons  who  did  not 
attend  would  have  been  present  if  they  had  thought  the 
adjournment  would  be  opposed.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
This  is  not  properly  an  adjournment  May  not  the 
chairman  appoint  a  convenient  place  for  taking  the 
poll?  Suppose  the  whole  proceedings  had  been  ori- 
ginally appointed  to  take  place  in  the  church,  and  the 
meeting  had  been  so  tumultuous  that  it  became  neces- 
sary to  remove  into  the  churchyard;   would  it  have 

(a)  2  Stra.  1045.  S.  C.  Ca.  temp.  Hard.  274.  Jbr^  168.  See  Pri- 
deaux*$  Directions  to  Chur^wardem,  Sth  ed.  by  J^yrwhUt,  p.  62.  note  5. 

been 
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been  irregular  to  do  so  ?]    If  the  appointment  is  relied       1834. 

upon,  it  must  be  put  on  the  footing  of  an  original  ap- 

pointment  of  two  meetings,  which  the  chairman  had  no        agamu 

right  to  make.  ArahdeMon  of 

Caunm* 

Lord  Dekman  C.  J.  The  objection  has  been  dis- 
tinctly and  plausibly  put.  But  those  who  summon  a 
meeting  of  this  kind  must  necessarily  lay  down  some 
order  for  the  proceedings :  and  I  think  it  is  competent 
to  them  to  say  that  the  meeting  shall  be  held  in  one 
place,  and,  in  a  certain  event  which  may  require  it,  shall 
be  removed  to  another.  There  is  no  surprise  or 
injustice  proved  in  this  case*  It  is  not  like  Stoughton 
V.  Bafnolds{a).  There  it  was  held  that  the  chairman 
could  not  adjourn  the  business  of  the  vestry  while  it 
was  in  progress ;  but  here  the  business  was  not  in  pro* 
gress  at  the  time  of  the  removal  to  the  town-hall.  It 
had  been  announced  that,  if  there  should  be  a  poll,  it 
would  be  taken  in  the  town-hall;  and  neither  the  shew 
of  bands  nor  the  poll  was  interrupted  by  the  proceeding 
which  took  place. 

Littledale  J.  I  see  no  objection  to  its  being  an- 
nounced beforehand,  that  if  the  parishioners,  when 
assembled,  wish  for  a  poll,  it  shall  be  taken  in  such  a 
place.  The  election*  here  might  be  by  shew  of  hands 
or  by  poll.  I  think  the  proceedings  were  divisible,  and 
that  the  poll  might  even  have  been  appointed  for  the 
next  day. 

Patteson  J.  It  is  true,  as  Mr.  Pollock  puts  it,  that 
if  the  chairman  had  assumed  a  discretionary  power  of, 

(«)  3  Stra.  1045. 

A  a  3  ad- 
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adjourning,  he  could  not  justify  it  by  saying,  be  had 

^  _  announced  that  he  would  do  so.    But  here  the  announce- 

Tbe  Kino 

agmrui       meiil  IS,  not  that  if  there  is  a  poll  the  chairman  will  do 

The  ^  ^ 

Aftbdeacon  of  as  he  pleases,  but  that  in  that  case  the  poll  shall  be  held 

in  another  place.     The  place  where  the  poll  is  to  be 

held  is  part  of  the  original  appointment.     The  case, 

therefore,  is  not  like  Stoughton  v.  Reynolds  (a). 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs  (&). 

(a)  2  iS*^.  1045. 

(b)  In  the  course  of  the  argument  the  Court  adverted  to  a  caae  of  J^ 
▼.  The  Chwchfoardens  of  St.  Mary,  Lambeth,  Trinity  T,  1832,  in  which  a 
rule  nisi  had  been  obtained  for  a  mandamus  to  elect  churchwardens,  &c. 
on  the  ground,  that  on  the  occasion  when  the  persons  then  acting  were 
supposed  to  haTe  been  elected,  the  rector,  who  was  in  the  chair,  had,  upon 
a  poll  being  claimed,  adjourned  the  meeting  for  that  purpose  from  the 
school-house  (where  it  was  holden  by  appointment)  to  the  church,  of  his 
own  authority,  and  that  he  bad  postponed  the  poU  till  some  other  business, 
which  he  considered  necessary,  had  been  disposed  of.  The  poll  was  gone 
into  on  the  same  day,  and  continued  on  subsequent  ones,  at  the  church. 
No  previous  notice  had  been  given  of  such  adjournment.  The  affidavits 
vrere  numerous,  and  went  into  much  detail.  The  statements  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  rule  tended  to  shew  that  the  poll  could  not  have  been 
properly,  if  at  all,  taken  in  the  school-house,  from  the  nature  of  the  places 
and  the  numbers  and  tumultuous  state  of  the  meeting ;  and  the  rule  was 
also  opposed  on  other  grounds,  independent  of  the  discretionary  power  of 
the  chairman  to  adjourn,  viz.  a  former  practice  of  electing  at  the  church, 
and  an  alleged  acquiescence,  on  the  present  occasion,  by  the  parties  now 
complaining.  Stoughton  v.  Reynoldi,  2  Stra.  1045.,  was  cited  in  sup. 
port  of  the  rule,  upon  which  Parke  J.  observed,  that  in  that  case  the 
adjournment  was  to  a  subsequent  day,  and  asked  if  the  poll  could  not 
have  been  adjourned  from  one  room  into  another?  The  Court  (Lord 
Tenterden  C.  J.,  Littledale,  Farke,  and  Taunton  Js.)  consideriog  the 
question  too  important  to  be  decided  without  further  consideration, 
and  the  day  on  which  it  was  brought  on  being  the  last  of  Trinity  term, 
it  was  proposed,  and  agreed  by  the  parties,  that  the  judgment  should  be 
given  early  in  the  vacation,  and  the  rule  drawn  up  as  of  the  last  day  of 
term.  Th*  Court,  in  the  vacation,  ordered  that  the  rule  should  be  dis- 
charged, but  it  was  understood  that  no  reasons  were  given. 
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Mansfield  against  Brearey.  w^n^ay, 

*  May  7tb. 

A  SSUMPSIT.     The  declaration  stated,  that  in  con-  Whereaause 

J^     ._         .         .  1  .     .«.i     1  1         1         1  .       *   has  been  tried 

sideration  that  plaintiff  had  employed  and  retained  before  a  sheriff 
defendant  for  certain  reward  and  commission,  to  sell  a  hiferiorcourt" 
turnip-cutter  of  the  plaintiff,  of  great  value,  viz,  10/.,  de-  g^nt  toVft*^' 
fendant  promised  that  he  would  endeavour  to  sell  the  *{^*/jhii*^' 
same,  but  not  for  less  than  4?/.,  and  would  return  it  if  he  p®"*^*  will  not 

'  '  hear  a  motion 

could  not  procure  that  sum.    Breach,  that  defendant  sold  for »  ^^  trial, 

unless  the  notes 

the  same  for  a  smaller  sum,  &c.  to  wit,  1/.  105.,  and  did  of  the  sheriff  or 

«  other  judge  be 

not  return  it    There  was  another  similar  count,  but  produced  and 
omitting  the  promise  to  return  the  chattel;  a  third  count  IffidaTit.^8uch 
on  a  promise  to  sell  the  turnip-cutter  for  the  best  price  noS'not  bT**^' 
defendant  could  get;  and  counts  for  goods  sold,  money  *^*ifn  an  action 
had  and  received,  and  on  an  account  stated.     Plea,  the  ^^  "°^**'  ^^ 

'  above  statute 

general  issue.     The  cause  was  tried  at  Derbu^  before  the  ^^^"^  ■«>  ''"^^ 

^  ^^  sheriff,  the  de- 

under  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Derby^  on  the  4th  of  damtion  con- 
tained special 
February  last,   by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  trial,  under  S  &  counts  on  a 

4  Jf.  ^.c.  42.  5.  17.,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the  plain-  fendant  to^stiTa 

tiff,  for  H.  11*.  Sruff".. 

price  not  below 
4L,  averring  that  defendant  sold  the  same  at  an  inferior  price,  to  wity  1/.  IQt.:  there 
were  also  common  counts.  Evidence  was  given  for  the  plaintiff  ol'  the  special  contract, 
and  evidence  on  the  other  side,  tending  to  discharge  or  excuse  the  defendant;  and  it 
was  proved  that  defendant  sold  the  chattel  for  XL  lis,,  which  he  had  not  paid  over. 
Defendant,  when  the  action  was  brought,  lived  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of 
requests  established  by  a  statute,  which  enacted  that  no  action  for  any  debt  below  40f. 
should  be  brought  against  any  person  residing  within  the  jurisdiction,  except  in  that  oouru 
The  act  was  insisted  upon  by  the  defendant  at  the  trial.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff  for  1/.  llf. 

On  motion  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  or  verdict  for  the  defendant,  or  for  a  suggestion  under  the 
local  court  act.  Held,  that  this  Court  could  not  consider  the  action  as  one  brought  merely 
to  recover  a  debt,  evidence  having  been  given  in  support  of  the  special  counts,  and  there 
being  nothing  to  shew  that  they  were  inserted  colourably. 

Also,  that  it  made  no  difference,  that  the  under  sheriff  had  at  first  entered  the  verdict  on 
the  posica  as  taken  on  the  count  for  money  had  and  received,  and  afWrwards  altered  it 
to  a  general  verdict,  on  the  application  of  the  plaintiff. 

A  a  4  fVAite^ 
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Mawsvisld 

agtdnM 
Brbabkt. 


Whiie/nsrsif  within  the  first  four  days  of  the  term, 
moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  nonsuit  should 
not  be  entered,  or  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  or  why 
the  verdict  should  not  be  entered  on  the  postea  as  on  the 
common  counts  only,  and  a  suggestion  entered  on  the 
issue  roll,  that  the  verdict  was  taken  on  those  counts, 
and  that  the  case  was  within  the  Derln/  Ck>urt  of  Requests 
act,  6  G.  S.  c.  20.  But  the  Court  having  announced 
early  in  the  term,  that  on  motions  for  new  trials,  in 
causes  tried  under  3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  42.  s.  17.,  they 
should  require  the  notes  of  the  judge  of  the  inferior  court 
to  be  produced,  and  verified  by  affidavit  (a),  and  the 
notes  in  the  present  case  not  being  ready,  the  Court 
allowed  the  motion  to  stand  over.  On  a  subsequent  day 
{ April  24th),  the  motion  was  renewed,  a  copy  of  the 
notes  being  then  in  court,  signed  by  the  under  sheriff 


(a)  The  following  case  occurred  on  the  list  day  of  this  term :  — 


Thunday, 
Majf  8th. 

The  Court  re- 
fused  to  gnmt 
a  new  trial  for 
a  Terdict 
alleged  to  be 
against  evi- 
dence and  the 
presiding 
judge's  direc- 
tion, in  a  cause 
tried  in  an 
inferior  court 
of  record  under 
S&4/r.4. 
e.  42.  #.  17., 
because  the 
notes  of  the 
presiding 
judge  were 
not  produced, 
nor  their  non- 
production 
accounted  for. 


BuBVET  against  Mawson. 

AtUANDVE  had  obtained  a  rule,  on  the  17th  of  jiprU  in  thb  term,  to 
shew  cause  why  the  verdict  in  this  case  should  not  be  set  aside  and  a  new 
trial  had.  The  cause  was  tried,  under  a  Judge's  order,  before  the  mayor 
and  bailiffs  of  Liverpool.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 
The  affidavits,  in  support  of  the  rule,  alleged  facts  to  shew  that  the  verdict 
was  against  eridence,  and  against  the  direction  of  the  presiding  judge ; 
but  the  judge's  notes  were  not  produced,  and  no  allegation  was  made  of 
any  attempt  to  obtain  them. 

F.  PoUock  now  shewed  cause,  and  contetided  that  the  Court  could  not 
proceed  in  the  absence  of  the  notes. 

AAer  hearing  Jtexander  in  support  of  the  rule, 

Tk0  Court  (Lord  Denman  C  J.,  LitUedale,  PaUeaon,  and  WUUam  Js.)^ 
on  the  above  ground. 

Discharged  the  rul^« 

and 
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and  accompanied  by  his  affidavit,  stating  that  the  cause       1834. 


MAKsniLD 


was  tried  before  him,  on,  &c.,  and  a  verdict  of  1/.  lis. 

found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  paper  writing  an-        agamn 

nezed  contained  a  fair  transcript  of  the  notes  of  eridence 

taken  by  the  deponent  on  the  trial.     A  rule  nisi  was 

then  granted,  and  in  answer  to  a  question  submitted  by 

counsel,  the  Ck>urt  (a)  said  that  the  under  sheriff's  notes 

need  not  be  filed. 

The  grounds  of  motion  were  as  follows.  It  appeared 
at  the  trial  that  one  Chambers^  an  agent  of  the  plaintifi^ 
deposited  the  turnip-cutter  at  an  inn  called  the  Cross 
Kqs  at  Derbjff  where  he  took  the  defendant,  an  auc- 
tioneer, to  see  it,  and  commissioned  him  to  sell  it,  directing 
him,  however,  not  to  take  less  than  4/.  The  machine 
remained  at  the  Cross  Keys  about  eight  months,  during 
part  of  which  time  it  stood  in  the  open  air,  and  thereby 
received  damage  :  evidence  was  also  given  to  shew  that 
it  was  not  originally  worth  4/.  The  defendant  at  last  sold  it 
for  IL  1 15. ;  and  there  was  evidence  of  Chambers  having 
previously  said,  that  it  must  be  sold  for  what  it  would 
fetch ;  but  he  himself  stated  that  the  first  direction  was 
the  only  one  that  he  gave.  The  1/.  Il5.  was  not  paid 
over  to  tlie  plaintiff.  The  defendant  proved  that,  at  the 
time  when  the  action  was  commenced,  he  resided  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Derbj/  Court  of  Requests ;  and  he 
contended  before  the  under  sheriff  that  the  action  was 
in  reality  for  a  debt  under  forty  shillings,  and  ought 
therefore  to  have  been  commenced  in  the  Derby  court, 
according  to  the  act  6  G.  8.  c.  20.  (i).     The  jury  found 

a  verdict 


(a)  JJitiedale,  Parh,  And  Patiesan  Ji. 

(6)   The  act  gifes  power  to  proceed  in  that  court  fbr  any  debt  not 
eiceeding  40$,  (with  certain  exceptions)  doe  from  any  penon  inhabiting  or 

residing 
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1884. 


MAVtFItLD 

mgaimi 
Bbba&sy* 


a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  fear  12.  lis.  The  under  sheriff 
certified  on  the  postea,  that  judgment  ought  not  to  be 
entered  up  till  the  defendant  had  had  an  opportunity  of 
applying  to  this  Court  for  relief  under  the  act.  On  the 
present  motion  it  was  contended  that,  by  the  Derbj^  Court 
of  Requests  act  (though  not  specially  pleaded),  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  entitled  to  recover  before  the  under  sheriff,  it 
being  clear  that  the  action  was  in  fact  brought  for  money 
had  and  received,  and  that  the  jury  had  so  considered  it, 
the  verdict  having  been  given  for  the  precise  sum  received 
by  the  defendant ;  and  Parker  v«  Elding  (a) ,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  Lord  Kenyan  in  Taylor  v.  Blair  (6),  were  dted. 
AflBdavits  were  also  put  in,  stating  that  the  defendant, 
when  the  cause  of  action  arose,  and  also  at  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  was  inhabiting  and  residing 
at,  &C.,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Derby  court,  and 
liable  to  be  summoned  before  that  court  for  the  debt ; 
and  further,  that  the  postea,  as  originally  drawn  up, 
stated  the^  verdict  to  have  been  given  on  the  seventh 
count  (which  was  for  money  had  and  received),  and  that 
a  copy  of  the  postea  in  that  form  was  d^ivered  to  the 
defendant's  attorney,  but  that  it  was  subsequently  altered 


residing  within  the  town  and  borough  of  Derby  and  h'berties  thereof,  t.  8., 
s,  95. ;  and  tection  24.  enacts,  that  no  action  for  any  debt  below  40f., 
and  recoverabie  by  virtue  of  that  act  in  the  said  court  of  requests,  shall  be 
brought  against  any  person  residing  or  inhabiting  within  the  jurisdiction 
thereof,  in  any  of  the  King's  courts  at  WettminUer  or  any  other  courts 
whatsoever,  or  elsewhere  out  of  the  said  cx>urt  of  requests ;  and  if  such 
action  shall  be  brought,  and  it  shall  appear  to  the  judge  or  judges  of  the 
court  where  such  astion  shall  be  brought,  that  the  debt  to  be  recovered  by 
the  plaintiff  in  such  action  doth  not  amount  to  40<.,  and  the  defendant 
shall  prove  that  at  the  time  of  commencing  such  action  he  was  liable 
to  be  summoned  before  the  said  court  of  requests  for  such  debt,  the  said 
judge  or  judges  shall  not  allow  costs  to  thie  plaintiff,  but  shaU  order  him 
to  pay  the  defendant's  costs. 

(a)  1  EaU,  553.  (6)  3  T.  B.  453. 


by 
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by  the  under  sberifl^  after  an  application  by  the  plaintiff's        1884. 
attorney^  so  as  to  make  the  verdict  appear  general*  Mawfuild 


BuAy  now  shewed  cause.  First,  the  aflSdavit  of 
residence  is  not  suflScient  It  states  only  that  the 
defendant  was  residing  within  the  jurisdiction  at  the 
time  when  the  action  was  commenced;  not  that  he 
was  so  before  or  after.  He  might  have  been  there  on 
a  visit,  merely  for  a  day.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  What 
if  it  were  so?]  The  precedent  of  an  a£fidavit  given  in 
TidiPs  Forms  (c.  40.  p.  847.  ed.  1 828),  on  motion  for  leave 
to  enter  a  suggestion  on  the  London  Court  of  Ck>nsdence 
act,  (which  uses  nearly  the  same  words,  as  to  residence, 
with  the  present  act,)  states  that  the  parlies,  ^*  at  the  time 
of  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  were,  and  ever  since 
have  been,  and  still  are,  respectively  inhabiting"  in  the 
city  of  London.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  answer  to 
that  would  be,  that  the  form  should  be  corrected  in 
future.]  Then,  as  to  the  principal  point,  the  breach  of 
contract  stated  in  the  special  counts  was  the  substantial 
cause  of  action;  the  common  counts  were  only  added 
for  caution.  If  the  verdict  was  given  in  respect  of 
unliquidated  damages,  the  case  is  not  within  the  act, 
Jonas  V.  Ch-eening{a);  and  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to 
assume  that  it  was  so  given,  a  general  verdict  appearing 
on  the  postea. 

WhHehurst  contrsL  This  was  a  common  case  of 
money  had  and  received ;  and  the  question  is,  whether 
a  plaintiff,  by  merely  putting  a  special  count  at  the 
head  of  his  declaration,   can  defeat  the  statute.     In 

(a)  5  r.  R.  529. 

Jonas 


agmntt 

BUAMV. 


BftiABlT. 
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1884-.  Jonas  v.  Greening  {a\  it  does  not  appear  whether  there 
were  any  common  counts,  or,  if  so,  that  such  counts 
were  applicable.  The  evidence  here  shews  that  there 
was,  in  reality,  no  cause  of  action  but  one, — the  non- 
payment of  the  money  received  on  the  sale;  and  the 
jury  shewed  that  they  thought  so,  by  the  sum  for  which 
they  gave  their  verdict.  They  have,  in  effect,  negatived 
the  special  counts,  though  they  did  not  say  on  what 
count  their  verdict  was  given.  The  Judge  wlio  tried 
the  cause  ought  to  have  had  that  correctly  stated  on  the 
postea.  [^Littledale  J.  The  regular  course  was  to  apply 
to  him  if  the  postea  was  wrong  (6).  Lord  Denman  C  X 
He  has  entered  the  verdict  generally.]  It  was  at  first 
entered  on  the  seventh  count;  and  the  Judge  had  no 
right  to  alter  it  after  he  had  delivered  it  to  the  plaintiff: 
at  all  events,  by  the  certificate  annexed,  he  has  referred 
the  matter  to  this  Court.  As  to  the  mode  of  taking  ad- 
vantage of  the  statute,  the  cases  cited  in  moving  for  the 
rule  shew  that  where  there  is  a  prohibitory  clause  in  an 
act  of  this  kind,  the  defendant  may  either  plead  it,  or 
avail  himself  of  it  on  the  general  issue,  and  in  the  argu- 
ment in  Barney  v.  Tubb  {c\  which  was  assented  to  by 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  this  appears  to  be  taken 
for  granted. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  This  was  undoubtedly  an  action 
brought  to  recover  a  debt  not  exceeding  405.;  but  it 
was  also  brought  to  recover  unliquidseted  damages  on  a 
contract,  which  contract  was  proved  at  the  trial.  The 
jury  may  probably  have  thought  tliat^  although  such  a 
contract  was  broken,  no  actual  damage  had  ensued  to 

(a)  5  r.  n,  529. 

{b)  TidiVs  Practice,  p.  713.  note  (tj.  901.  9ih  ed. 

(c)  2  H.  BL  352. 

the 
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the  plaiotiff.    If  they  had  thought  otherwise,  the  ver-        1884. 
diet  would  probably  have  been  for  a  larger  sum ;  if  they     ^ 
bad  thouffht  that  the  contract  was  not  broken,  they        agawu 
would  not  have  given  a  general  verdict     We  must  take 
it,  on  the  under  sheriff's  notes,  that  the  verdict  was  on 
all  the  counts ;  and,  as  to  the  special  ones,  that  the  jury 
thought  the  contract  broken,  but  without  actual  damage 
to  the  plaintiff.     The  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged. 

LiTTLEOALE  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is 
said  that  a  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  exclude  the  operation 
of  the  statute  by  inserting  a  special  count  in  his  declar- 
ation ;  but  in  this  case  there  was  evidence  of  a  bonfi 
fide  claim  for  unliquidated  damages.  We  are  not  en- 
titled to  say  that  the  verdict  was  on  the  common  counts. 
As  to  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff^s  agent  having  at  last 
told  the  defendant  to  sell  the  machine  for  what  it  would 
fetch,  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  that  direction 
was  given  or  not 

WiLUAHs  J.  (a)  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
cases  cited  are  not  like  the  present  In  Parker  v. 
Jading  (i)  there  was  no  count  on  a  special  contract  It 
is  said  that  a  plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  enabled,  by  intro- 
ducing such  a  count,  to  deprive  a  defendant  of  the  be- 
nefit of  the  statute.  But  there  is  nothing  here  to  shew 
that  the  introduction  of  the  special  counts  was  a  mere 
contrivance.  Witnesses  were  examined  in  support  of 
them ;  and,  although  the  plaintiff  failed  in  making  out  a 
case  of  damage  on  those  counts,  there  was  enough  to 
shew  that  they  were  not  merely  colourable. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  PaiietoH  J,  bad  gone  into  the  bail  court  to  bctr  motions. 
(6)  lEati,559» 
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John  Farquhar  Fraser,  Esquire,  Administrator 
of  John  Farquhar,  Esquire,  against  The 
Company  of  the  Proprietors  of  the  Swansea 
Canal  Navigation. 

A  canal  com-  ^PROVER  fof  borges,  coal,  and  culm.  The  troyer  and 
poTOcdby  conversion  were  laid  on  the  20th  of  September  183 1, 

pwe  rotM  of'  Pica*  the  general  issue.  At  the  trial  before  Alderson  J. 
S'goodro™he  *^  ^^^  Glamorganshire  Summer  assizes,  1832,  a  verdict 
canal,  and  to  ^  ^^^  found  for  the  plaintiff  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this 
payment,  and     Court  on  the  foIlowiniT  case. 

m  CMC  of  non-  ^  ^ 

paymaai  to  At  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  indenture  next-men- 

wAk  the  goods 

in  respect  of      tioned,  James  Cox  was  lawfully  possessed  of  certain  veins 

which  such 
rates  ought  to 

have  been  paid,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  the  boat  laden  therewith,  and  detain  the  same  till 
payment  of  such  rates,  and  also  of  all  arrears  of  the  said  rates  due  from  the  owner  of 
such  boat ;  and  if  such  goods  were  not  redeemed  within  seven  days,  to  sell  the  same,  aa 
in  cases  of  distress  for  rent :  Held,  that  this  clause  did  not  empower  the  company  to  dis- 
train goods  when  no  longer  upon  the  canal,  or  to  sell  the  boats. 

The  act  also  directed,  that  all  actions  fur  any  thing  done  in  pursuance  thereof  should  be 
commenced  within  six  months  next  after  the  fact  committed,  or,  in  case  of  a  continaatioa 
of  damages,  then  within  six  months  next  after  the  doing  such  damage  should  have  ceased. 
Collieries,  mschinery,  barges,  &e.  had  been  mortgaged  by  C  to  J*. ,  to  secure  the  repayment 
of  certain  monies,  with  a  proviso,  that  in  case  of  default  F.  should  sUnd  possessed  of  all  the 
mortgaged  property,  in  trust  to  levy  out  of  the  same  so  much  as  should  be  due  to  him.  F* 
died,  and  the  plaintiff  took  out  administration,  after  which  the  mortgagor,  who  had  remained 
in  possession,  made  default,  but  was  not  dispossessed,  and  afterwards  made  a  demise 
of  the  property  to  another  party,  of  which  transacUon  the  pUdnttff  was  not  proved  to  have 
had  any  knowledge.  The  mortgagor's  lessee  took  poasesston,  and  put  his  name  upon  the 
barges.  These,  and  a  quantity  of  coal,  the  produce  of  the  collieries,  were  afterwards  seised 
by  the  company  for  rates  due  from. the  mortgsgor*s  lessee,  and  sold.  The  administrator 
commenced  an  action  of  trover  against  the  company  for  the  goods,  more  than  ax  months 
after  the  seisure,  but  within  six  months  of  the  sale : 

Held,  that  the  suit  was  commenced  in  time,  since  the  pldntiff,  who  was  out  of  possession, 
had  no  cause  of  action  till  the  goods  were  sold.  Semble,  that  if  the  mortgagor's  lessee  had 
sued,  whether  in  trespass  or  trover,  his  action  must  have  been  commenced  within  six  months 
of  tl)e  seisure ; 

Held  also,  thst  the  plaintiff,  as  administrator,  had  sufficient  property  in  the  coal  raised 
from  the  mines  after  he  took  out  administration,  and  in  tlie  barges  marked  with  the  name 
of  the  mortgagor's  lessee,  to  maintain  this  action. 

Before  the  seisure,  the  mortgagor's  lessee  became  bankrupt:  Held,  that  the  goods 
seised  were  not  in  his  possession  by  the  consent  of  the  true  owner,  within  6  G.  4.  c.  16. 
«.  72. ;  for  that  the  consent  of  the  mortgagor,  who  was  merely  pennitted  by  the  true  owner 
to  retain  possession,  did  not  satisfy  the  terms  of  the  statute. 

and 
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and  mines  of  coal  and  culm,  houses*  wharfs,  railways,  18S4« 
machinery,  boats,  barges,  and  other  goods  and  premises.  'Z  ^ 
By  indenture  of  the  12th  of  October  1824,  the  said  James       agauut 

^  .  Th« 

CoTf  in  consideration  of  20,000/.,  granted,  bargained,  SwAvttA  Caul 
sold,  and  demised  the  said  mines,  houses,  wharfs,  rail-  ^^^' 

ways,  and  other  premises  (in  the  indenture  particularly 
described)  to  John  Farquhar  (the  intestate),  his  executors, 
&&,  for  certain  terms  therein  respectively;  and  the  ma- 
chinery, boats,  barges,  &c.,  for  ever,  subject  to  redemp- 
tion on  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  20,000/.  and  interest 
on  the  12th  of  October  1827 ;  but  it  was  declared  that  on 
default  made  in  payment  of  the  said  sum  and  interest, 
or  any  part  thereof,  for  one  calendar  month  after  the 
same  should  be  due^  the  mortgagee  should  stand  pos- 
sessed of  all  the  premises  by  the  said  indenture  granted 
demised  and  assigned,  in  trust  to  receive  the  profits,  and 
out  of  the  same,  or  by  working,  or  dembing,  mortgaging* 
selling,  or  disposing  of  the  same  veins,  machinery, 
barges,  Sec  to  levy  or  raise  out  of  the  said  several  pre- 
mises the  said  sum  and  interest,  or  so  much  as  should 
be  due.  In  1826  the  mortgagee  died,  and  the  plaintiff 
took  out  administration  of  his  efiects. 

Default  was  made  in  payment  of  the  20,000/.  and  in- 
terest, and  thet*eby  the  estate  and  interest  of  the  plaintifi^ 
as  administrator,  in  the  above-mentioned  premises,  be- 
came absolute,  and  has  so  continued  ever  since ;  but,  un- 
til the  making  of  the  agreement  next  mentioned.  Cox 
was  permitted  to  remain  in  undisturbed  possession  of  all 
the  mortgaged  property. 

By  agreement  of  the  1st  of  May  1830,  Cox^  for  certain 
considerations,  agreed  with  Messrs.  Mercer  and  Co.  to 
grant  them  a  lease  of  the  veins  of  coal  and  culm  at  Wen^ 
ireforgen  (which  were  part  of  those  comprised  in  the 

above 
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1 884.        above  mortgage) ;  and  Mercer  and  Co.  were  to  take  the  en- 

r  gines,  machinery,  waggons,  &c.,  in,  nnder,  and  about  the 

c^ffuf        works  at  the  said  colliery,  and  on  the  wharfs  at  Swansea 

SwAmsA  CanU  (which  were  all  part  of  the  mortgaged  premises),  partly  as 
CoDDfliiy. 

absolute  purchasers,  and  partly  on  payment  of  a  certain 

interest  on  the  value ;  with  a  view  to  which  arrangement, 
the  articles  were  to  be  valued.  Mercer  and  Co.  were  to 
take  possession,  and  the  works  were  to  be  carried  on  by 
them  from  the  date  of  the  agreement,  they  paying  all  tolls, 
taxes,  and  other  outgoings  for  working  and  conveying 
the  coals  and  culm  to  Swansea^  and  being  also  entided 
to  all  advantages  arising  therefrom,  thougli  Coafs  name 
should  be  used  in  carrying  on  the  works;  Mercer  ssid  Co« 
engaging  to  indemnify  him.  Mercer  and  Co.,  by  the 
same  instrument,  agreed  to  take  a  lease  of  the  said  wharft 
at  Swansea  for  forty  years,  if  Cox's  interest  should  so  long 
•continue. 

At  the  time  of  entering  into  the  agreement,  and  for 
many  months  after,  Mercer  and  Co.  did  not  know  that 
the  plaintiff  had  any  interest  in  any  part  of  the  above- 
mentioned  premises.  Immediately  after  executing  the 
agreement,  they  entered  into  possession,  and  paid  Car 
the  price  of  the  barges,  on  a  valuation  made  pursuant  to 
the  above  stipulations.  They  continued  in  possession 
of  the  barges,  coal,  and  culm,  part  of  the  above  property, 
which  were  the  subject  of  this  action,  till  the  seizure 
thereof  by  the  defendants;  and  of  the  rest  of  the  pro- 
perty, till  their  bankruptcy  after  mentioned.  During  all 
that  time  Mercer  and  Co.  were  assessed  to,  and  paid,  all 
rates,  taxes,  and  other  outgoings  in  respect  of  the  said 
premises.  After  the  execution  of  the  agreement,  and 
about  the  time  when  the  valuation  therein  mentioned 
was  completed,  Mercer  and  Co.  expunged  the  name  of 

CoXf 
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CoiPf  which  had  previously  stood  on  the  barges,  and  sulw        18Si. 
stituted  their  own ;  they  also  changed  the  numbers  of 
the  barges;  and  the  substituted  names  and  numbers  con- 
tinued till  the  time  of  the  seiaure. 

On  the  27th  of  September  18SI,  the  agent  of  the 
plaintiff  directed  a  bailiff  to  distrain  the  coal  and  culm 
on  the  aboTe»mentioned  wharfs,  and  referred  him  for 
further  instructions  to  another  person,  who  gave  them 
to  him  in  writing,  and  told  him  he  was  to  seize  for  the 
plaintiff;  but  the  contents  of  the  paper  did  not  appear. 

Before  September  1881,  Mercer  and  Co.  had  become 
indebted  to  the  defendanU  for  rates  due  to  them  for  the 
carriage  of  coals  and  culm,  the  proceeds  of  the  said 
colliery  and  other  collieries,  upon  and  along  the  Swansea 
canal,  under  the  act  Si  G.  S.  c.  109.  (a),  which  rates, 

after 

(o)  The  act  is  *'  for  maldog  and  maintaining  a  navigable  canal  from 
the  town  of  Amium  in  the  county  of  Giamorgan  into  tbe  paridi  of 
TMnutgunlau  in  tbe  county  of  Brecotu"  Section  67.  empowen  tbe 
company  of  proprietora  to  demand  and  take  the  rates  after  mentioned  for 
the  tonnage  and  wharfkge  of  all  coals,  &e.  and  other  goods  which  shaU 
be  carried  or  oooTeyed  on  any  part  of  the  said  canal.  Tbe  imtet  of 
tonnage  and  wharfage  on  the  several  descriptions  of  goods  are  then 
spedScd,  and  the  clause  proceeds :  «  All  which  said  rates  shall  be  paid  to 
such  person  or  persons,  at  such  place  or  places,  at  or  near  to  the  said  canal, 
in  such  manner,  and  under  such  regulations,  as  the  said  company  of 
proprieton  at  some  general  assembly  or  assemblies  shall  direct  or  appoint ; 
and  in  case  of  denial  or  neglect  of  payment  of  any  such  rates,  or  any  part 
thereof,  on  demand,  to  the  person  or  persons  appointed  to  reoeiYe  tbe  samo 
as  aforesaid,  tbe  said  company  of  proprieton  may  sue  for  the  same  by 
action  of  debt  or  upon  the  case,  in  any  of  his  Majesty*s  courts  of  record ; 
or  tbe  person  or  persons  to  whom  such  rates  ought  to  have  been  paid,  may, 
and  he  or  they  is  and  are  hereby  empowered  to  seise  the  goods  or  other 
tilings  for  or  in  respect  whereof  any  such  rates  ought  to  have  been  paid, 
or  any  part  thereof,  and  the  boat  or  other  vessel  laden  therewith,  and 
detain  the  same  until  such  payment  shall  be  made,  and  also  until  payment 
of  all  arrean  of  the  said  rates  which  may  be  due  from  tbe  owner  or  ownen 
of  such  boat  or  vessel  to  the  said  company  of  proprietors,  together  with 
reasonable  cbtiigei  for  each  «asure  and  deieotion ;  and  if  siicb  goods  shall 

Vol.  I.  B  b  «* 
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1884*  after  demand  regularly  made  at  a  time  and  place  near 
""'^  the  said  canal  duly  appointed  by  the  defendants  for  the 
agaUui  payment  of  such  rates,  remained  unpaid.  On  the  12th 
SwAHSBA  Canal  of  September  183],  the  barges  now  in  question  (some  of 
'**"^'  which  were  part  of  the  said  mortgaged  property),  then 
in  the  occupation  of  Mercer  and  C!o.,  and  lying  in  the 
defendants'  canal  laden  with  goods  (a),  were  seized  for 
the  rates  so  due,  under  colour  of  the  statute ;  and  the 
defendants  gave  notice  of  the  seizure  to  Mercer  and  Co. 
The  barges  had  been  used  in  the  carriage  of  coal  and 
culm  on  the  canal,  in  respect  of  which  carriage  part  of 
the  above  rales  were  due;  but  no  rates  were  due  in 
respect  of  the  barges  themselves.  On  the  15th  of  the 
same  month  ot  September^  the  defendants  seized  for  the 
same  purpose  the  coal  and  culm  now  in  question,  part 
thereof  being  the  produce  of  the  mines  and  veins  com- 
prised in  the  mortgage,  and  part  the  produce  of  other 
mines.  They  were  lying  on  the  wharf  also  comprised  in 
the  said  mortgage,  in  the  occupation  of  Mercer  and  Co. 
The  defendants  kept  possession  of  the  barges  till  the 
24th  of  tlie  same  month,  when  (having  had  them  ap- 
praised) they  sold  them  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  above 
rates.  They  kept  the  coal  and  culm  in  the  place  where 
they  were  seized,  till  the  26th  of  the  same  month,  when 
(having  had  them  appraised)  they  sold  them  in  further 
satisfaction  of  the  above  rates.  Part  of  the  rates  were 
due  for  carriage  upon  the  canal  of  the  coal  and  culm  so 
seized  and  sold. 


hot  be  redeemed  wiUun  sevea  days  next  after  the  taking  thereof,  the  i 
shaU  be  appraised  and  lold  as  the  law  directs  in  cases  of  distress  for 
rent." 

(o)  During  the  argument  the  case  was  (by  consent)  amended,  by 
inserting  here,  **  in  respect  of  which  rates  were  due  and  had  been  de- 
manded, but  which  goods  were  no  part  of  the  subject  of  the  present  action.** 

On 
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On  the  20th  of  September  1831,  Mercer  and  Co.  com-        1834. 
mitted  an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  a  commission  issued  on  the       Z 
27th,  under  which  they  were  duly  adjudged  bankrupts :        agnma 

The 

on  the  ISth  o(  October  their  effects  were  assigned  under  Swanska  Canal. 
the  commission,  and  on  the  14th  of  December  1831  the         ™P^y* 
assignees  commenced  an  action  (which  was  still  pending . 
when  this  case  was  stated)  against  the  servants  of  the  de- 
fendants, for  the  same  seizure  which  was  the  subject  of 
the  present  action. 

The  present  action  was  commenced  on  the  17th  of 
March  1832. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  were :  — 
Whether  this  action  was  commenced  in  time,  according 
to  sect.  123.  (a)  of  the  canal  act,  34  G.  3.  c.  109.  ?  Whe- 
ther the  defendants  were  authorized  by  section  67.  of  the 
act  to  sell  the  barges,  and  to  distrain  the  coals  and  culm 
off  the  canal  ?  Whether  the  plaintiff,  as  admiuistrator, 
had  a  snflBcient  property  in  the  goods  when  converted, 
to  maintain  trover?  and.  Whether  the  defendants  could 
insist,  as  a  defence,  that  the  goods  were,  at  the  re- 
spective times  oF  seizure,  in  the  possession,  order,  and 
disposition  of  Mercer  and  Co.  as  reputed  owners,  within 
6  6.  4.  c.  16.  5. 72.,  and  consequently  that  the  property 
in  them  was  vested  in  the  assignees  (i) ;  and  if  so,  whe- 
ther the  facts  stated  established  such  reputed  ownership? 

(a)  Which  enacts  as  follows: — «  That  if  any  action  or  suit  shall  be 
brought  or  commenced  against  any  person  or  persons  for  any  thing  done 
in  punuaace  of  this  act,  every  such  action  or  suit  shall  be  brought  or 
commenced  within  taOL  calendar  months  next  after  the  fact  committed ;  ,or 
in  caae  there  shall  be  a  continuation  of  damages,  then  within  six  calendar 
months  next  after  the  doing  or  committing  such  damage  shall  have  ceased, 
and  not  afterwards." 

{b)  Aldtnon  J.  at  the  trial,  held  that  the  present  defendants,  if  they 
proved  an  i^ipareat  ownership  with  consent  of  the  real  owners  were  not 
entitled  to  avail  tiiemiclvcs  of  it 

Bb  2  If 
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1SS4.       If  the  opinioii  of  the  Court  sfaoald  be  in  fa¥oar  of  the 
P  defendants  on  any  of  these  poinls^  a  nonsuit  was  to  be 

offrin^       entered.     If  their  opinioii  should  be  in  fevour  of  the 

The  ^^ 

SwAKMA  Cmal  plaintiff  on  all  the  points,  the  Terdiot  was  tx>  stand,  snb** 
ject  to  arbitration  as  to  the  amount.  This  case  was 
argued  in  last  Hilary  term  {a). 


Sir  James  Scarlett  fer  the  plaintiff.  As  to  the  first 
point.  Although  the  seizure  of  the  goods  was  wrongful, 
that  &ct  alone  did  not  amount  io  a  conversion.  It  may 
happen  that  goods  are  seized  by  mistake,  and  would  be 
returned  on  proper  demand ;  if  they  were  demanded  and 
refused,  then,  and  not  before,  the  case  of  conversion 
would  be  established.  The  goods  here  were^  in  the  first 
instance,  m^^ly  detained,  not  removed ;  and  no  further 
act  was  done  with  respect  to  them  till  the  days  of  sale, 
namely  the  24th  and  26th  of  September  1881.  The 
plaintiff's  causes  of  action  arose  on  those  days,  and  con- 
sequently within  six  months  of  the  commencement  of 
the  suit.  At  -all  events,  when  goods  are  seized  and  put 
into  the  hands  of  a  person  to  be  sold,  if  the  seizure  is  a 
cause  of  action,  the  committing  of  the  damage  does  not 
cease  (according  to  the  limitation  clause  in  this  act) 
till  the  sale  has  actually  taken  place.  Next,  as  to  the 
seizure  of  goods  not  on  the  canal,  and  of  the  barges. 
The  defendants  were  not  entitled  to  take  either.  The 
act  34  G.  S.  c.  109.  empowers  them,  on  nonpayment  of 
the  rates,  to  seize  the  goods  or  other  things  for  or  m  re- 
spect whereof  any  such  rates  ought  to  have  been  paid, 
or  any  part  thereof,  and  the  boat  or  other  vessel  laden 
iherewitkf  and  detain  the  same  until  such  payment  shall 
be  made,  and  also  until  payment  of  all  arrears  of  the 

(a)  Jan.  S4tb.    Before  Denman  C.  J.»  IMtledakp  Taunton,  and  iVK- 
tenn  Js. 

said 
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said  rates  which  may  be  due  from  the  owner  or  owners  1834. 
of  such  boat,  &c.  This  means  diat  the  aoods  shall  be  — 
seized  while  on  board  the  boats,  that  is,  while  on  the        agamtt 

The 

canal.  The  goods  cannot  be  followed.  A  distress  for  svamska  Caiul 
rent  must  be  taken  on  the  land ;  so  a  distress  for  canal  <»>op*°y- 
tolls  ought  to  be  taken  on  the  canal,  unless  it  be  ex- 
pressly enacted  otherwise.  It  is  like  stopping  a  carriage 
for  the  toll  at  a  turnpike  gate ;  if  the  carriage  had  passed 
the  gate,  it  oonld  not  be  detained  elsewhere.  While  the 
goods  are  andelivered,  the  master  of  the  boat  has  the 
control  of  diem  ^  when  landed,  they  are  in  other  hands, 
it  may  be,  those  of  a  purchaser.  In  this  case  they  were 
taken  when  lying  on  a  wharf,  over  which  the  canal  com- 
pany had  no  power  or  control.  The  clause  just  cited 
goes  on  to  enact  that  ^'  if  sudi  goods  shall  not  be  re- 
deemed widiin  seven  days  next  after  the  taking  thereof 
the  same  shall  be  appraised  and  sold,  as  the  law  directs 
in  cases  of  distress  for  rent"  That  does  not  authorize 
selling  the  boats.  The  sense  of  words  in  an  act  like 
this  is  not  to  be  extended  in  favour  of  those  who  pro- 
cure it  to  be  passed:  HuUDock  Company  v.IjiMarche{a). 
The  tonnage  is  not  laid  upon  the  boat,  but  on  what  is 
carried.  The  barge  must  be  detained,  for  the  purpose 
of  detaining  the  goods,  but  it  does  not  follow  that  that 
should  be  sold ;  and  the  act  expressly  says  that  if  the 
goods  be  not  redeemed,  the  same  shall  be  appraised,  &C., 
the  *'  goods  "  having  already  been  mentioned  as  distinct 
from  the  barge.  ITatmion  J.  The  right  of  detaining 
the  barge  is  given  as  incidental  to  that  of  detaining  the 
goods.  It  might  be  said  that  the  company  had  no  right 
to  remove  them  during  the  seven  days.  LUUedaleJ. 
They  would  at  all  events  be  sold  to  somebody,  but  it 

(«)  S  jr.  4*  C  5S.    SUmrMdge  Canai  Cvrnpany  y.  Wkeek(jf,  2  ^.  4f 
M.  79S.  8.  P. 

B  b  S  might 
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1834.       might  be  difficult  to  replace  the  barge.]    And  it  is  the 
^  company's  &alt  if  they  suffer  arrears  to  run  on  so  long 

agaifut        that  the  cargo  is  not  sufficient  to  discharge  them.    It 
SwAirsBA  Canal  will  not  be  presumed  that  the  act  contemplated  such  a 
distress  as  would  take  away  the  means  of  carrying  on  a 
man's  trade.     Then  as  to  tlie  plaintiff's  right  to  sue,  and 
in  this  form  of  action.    Trover  was  maintainable  for 
I  the  conversion  in  seUing  the  goods:  a  seizure,  if  in  a 

right  consistent  with  that  of  the  owner,  and  not  under  a 
claim  of  proper^,  cannot  be  treated  as  a  conversion  till 
there  has  been  some  act  of  appropriation;  so  if  there  be 
a  seizure  on  a  supposition  of  title  in  the  party  seizings 
and  it  is  not  clear  that  on  proper  representation  the  pro- 
perty would  not  be  restored,  trover  will  not  lie  till  there 
has  been  a  demand  and  refusal,  or  something  to  shew  an 
intention  of  the  party  to  treat  the  goods  as  his  own. 
IDenman  C.  J.  If  the  time  limited  by  the  statute  has 
elapsed  since  the  doing  of  that  which  is  in  fact  the  cause 
of  action,  can  you  extend  the  plaintiff's  right  of  suing, 
by  briDging  trover  instead  of  trespass?]  It  cannot 
follow,  because  the  statute  prevents  a  party  from  bring- 
ing an  action,  the  time  for  which  has  expired,  that  it 
also  prevents  his  suing  for  another  cause,  the  time  for 
which  has  not  expired.  Here  the  sale  was  a  distinct 
act,  authorizing  the  plaintiff  to  sue  in  the  present  form. 
Supposing  that  the  original  seizure  was  a  trespass,  the 
plaintiff  might  waive  that,  and  bring  trover  for  the  selling* 
Then  as  to  the  plaintiff's  right,  as  administrator,  to 
sue.  The  legal  title  to  all  the  property  is  in  him.  As 
soon  as  the  coals  were  separated  from  the  mine,  he 
had  a  right  to  bring  trover  against  any  one  taking  them 
away.  The  right  to  the  barges  had  vested  id)solutely 
in  him.  If  Coj:  sold  or  gave  possession  of  any  of  the 
property  to  Mercer,  it  must  be  taken,  upon  the  state- 
ment 
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ment  in  the  case,  that  he  did  so  without  the  privity  or       ]884« 

consent  of  the  plaintiff;  and  Cox  could  not  confer  upon 

Mercer  a  title  which  he  himself  had  not.     As  to  the  last        «gnntt 

question  stated,  the  defendants,  who   are  wrongdoers,  Swamsba  Canal 

are  not  entitled  to  interpose  a  jus  tertii  in  the  assignees :        ^'"P*"^' 

and  the  assignees  can  have  no  better  title,  as  against  the 

pluntiff,  than  Cox  had,  which  is  none.     The  clause  of 

the  bankrupt  act  (6G.4.  c.  16.  5.72)  as  to  possession 

of  goods  with  the  consent  of  the  true  owner,  cannot 

apply  to  this  case.     Cox  was  not  the  true  owner ;  and 

there  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff 

consented  to  Mercer^s  possession  of  any  part  of  the 

property. 


Whitcombe  contrii.  First,  the  cause  of  action  here, 
from  which  the  limited  time  must  be  reckoned,  was  the 
seizure,  not  the  detention  or  sale.  In  Godin  v.  .Fer^- 
ris  (a),  where  goods  were  seized  and  detained  by  customr 
house  officers,  that  construction  was  given  to  the  clauses 
of  limitation  in  23  G.  S.  c.  70.  s.  34.,  and  24  G.  3.  sess.  2. 
c.  47.  s.  35.,  which  do  not  materially  differ  frotn  the  clause 
now  in  question.  It  is  true  the  action  there  was  in 
trespass,  not  trover ;  but  that  distinction  was  taken  in 
Saunders  v.  Saunders  (i),  and  the  Court  held  it  to  be 
immaterial  in  which  form  the  action  was  brought,  as  in 
each  the  legality  of  the  original  seizure  might  be  brought 
in  question.  The  argument  that  a  party  might,  at  first, 
detain  property  by  mistake,  or  without  a  settled  intention 
of  converting  it,  and  that  no  cause  of  action  arises  till 
the  intent  is  finally  evinced  by  some  act,  is  answered  by 
the  case  of  Crook  v.   M^Tavish  {c)y  where  an   officer 

(a)  8  K.  Bl.  14.  (6)  S  Eaat,  S54.  (c)  1  Bmg.  167. 

B  b  4  boarded 
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1884.       boarded  a  ship,  and  left  armed  men  on  board,  but  did 

not  decide  on  seising  her  till  some  days  after,  and  it  was 

mgfrinat        held  that  the  cause  of  acdon  arose  when  the  vessel  was 

The 

SwAMtsA  Canal  first  Stopped  and  the  men  put  on  board.    It  may  be 
CooBpany* 

true  that,  where  goods  are  detained,  there  may  sub* 

sequently  be  a  demand  and  no  refusal,  and  in  such  a 
case  trover  may  not  lie ;  but  when  there  is  a  demand 
and  refusal,  the  intention  of  converting  is  referred  back 
to  the  seizure.  The  refusal  is  not  a  tort  in  itself,  but  is 
evidence  of  the  original  intent.  In  suing  for  a  parti* 
cular  wrong,  a  trespass  may  be  waived  and  the  action 
brought  on  the  case ;  or  a  tort  may  be  waived,  and  the 
transaction  treated  as  matter  of  contract :  but  can  one 
tortious  act  be  waived  for  the  purpose  of  insisting  on 
another,  and  thereby  evading  a  statutory  limitation? 
and,  if  so^  could  the  same  be  done  with  a  series  of  such 
acts  ?  Suppose  that  sect  67*  of  this  statute  gave  a 
power  of  seizing  and  detaining  only,  and  the  clause  of 
sale  were  omitted,  and  the  company  were  to  seize  a 
barge  and  goods,  and  keep  and  use  them  for  several 
years;  would  the  owner,  after  that  lapse  of  time,  be  at 
liberty  to  fix  upon  any  instance  in  which  the  company 
had  exercised  a  control  over  the  property,  and  found  an 
action  of  trover  upon  it?  The  addition  of  the  dause  of 
sale  makes  no  difierence.  If  the  goods  are  at  last  sold, 
still  the  seizure  is  the  first  tortious  act ;  the  sale  is  only 
evidence  of  intent  iTaunton  J.  The  subsequent  act 
may  be  an  aggravation.]  If  the  original  act  was  a  com- 
plete seizure,  there  was  then  a  complete  injury  com- 
mitted, and  a  perfect  cause  of  action.  iTaunion  J. 
That  may  be  an  answer,  where  the  subsequent  act  is 
%  only  ejusdem  generis  as  the  first]     It  is  true  that,  if 

such  act  enhances  the  damage^  it  may  be  treated  as  a 

fresh 
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iVesh  tort ;  yet  it  has  been  held  that  on  action  for  words       1 834. 

is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  after  two  years 

from  the  speaking  of  such  words,  if  the  words  be  action*        ^^ninu 

The 

able  in  themselves,   tiiough    there  was  a  subsequent  Swavsia  Canal 

special  damage  (a),  which  proves  that,  in  that  case,  the        ^^P^y* 

plaintiff  could  not  waive  the  original  tort  in  order  to 

evade  the  statute.     Wordftoorth  v.  Harley{b)  shews  that, 

as  soon  as  any  act  is  done  which  is  a  complete  injury  of 

the  kind   complained  of,  the  limitation  of  time  runs* 

Then  if  the  seizure  was  in  reality  the  "  fact  committed" 

in  this  case,  within  sect*  12S.,  there  was  no  **  continuf 

ation  of  damages"  to  warrant  bringing  the  action  later* 

That  occurs  only  where  the  act  complained  of  does  not 

do  all  the  damage  at  first,  so  that  the  amount  of  injury 

resuldng  from  it  is  not  then  ascertainable ;  as  where  a 

man  undermines  his  neighbour's  house  or  land.     Here 

the  whole  damage  was  capable  of  being  ascertained  at 

the  time  of  the  seizure. 

Secondly,  there  is  nothing  in  sect.  67.  of  the  act  to 
confine  the  right  of  seizure  to  goods  on  the  canal,  and 
no  argument  can  be  drawn  from  powers  of  distress, 
for  thb  is  not  a  distress ;  the  authority  given  is  merely 
'*  to  seize.*'  The  company  may  appoint  the  place 
where  the  rates  shall  be  payable ;  they  might  appoint  a 
landing^wharf,  and  the  goods  landed  there  might  surely 
be  seized  if  the  rates  upon  them  were  not  paid.  [^Den^ 
man  C.  J.  Convenience  is  in  favour  of  the  right  being 
limited  to  goods  on  the  canal ;  it  ^would  otherwise  be 
necessary  to  make  an  enquiry  as  to  each  parcel,  whether 
it  had  been  carried  on  the  canal  or  not.  And  the  power 
given  is  to  seize  the  goods,  and  the  vessel  **  laden  there 

(a)  Sea  Stkunderi  ▼.  Edwardt,  1  Sid.  95.  (6)  I  B.  t  Jd.  391. 

with." 
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1834.  with."  PattesonJ.  Could  they  seize  empty  barges?] 
""■"^^  It  has  been  assumed,  on  the  other  side,  that  the  right  of 
agtmut  seizing  the  barges  was  given  as  incident  to  that  of  seizing 
SwAKsiA  Canal  the  goods.  But  the  company  may  seize  part  only  of 
"^^^'  that  which  the  act  authorises  them  to  take.  If  the  goods 
must  always  be  seized  on  the  canal,  and  there  only,  the 
company  could  not  give  credit,  because  they  would  lose 
the  security  of  the  goods ;  yet  the  statute  contemplates 
credit,  when  it  speaks  of  arrears.  If  the  barges  as  weU 
as  the  cargoes  may  be  detained  till  payment,  why  may 
not  both  be  sold  in  de&ult  of  payment?  The  words 
of  the  act,  that  ^^  if  such  goods  shall  not  be  redeemed 
within  seven  days  next  after  the  taking  thereof  the 
same  shall  be  appraised  and  sold,''  are  large  enough 
to  include  both  kinds  of  property.  iDentnan  C.  J. 
The  question  is,  what  the  words  "  such  goods "  refer 
to  ?  The  goods  on  board  would  be  always  sure  to  cover 
the  accruing  tolls,  and  selling  the  barge  might  be 
uinous  to  the  owner.  As  to  arrears,  the  company 
are  not  obliged  to  allow  of  any ;  they  have  the  remedy 
in  their  hands.  Taunton  J.  The  act  says,  that  the 
company  may  seize  the  goods  or  other  things  in  respect 
of  which  rates  are  unpaid,  and  the  boat  or  other  vessel 
laden  therewith,  and  detain  the  same  till  payment;  <^and 
if  such  goods  shall  not  be  redeemed"  within  seven  days, 
the  same  shall  be  sold.  The  restriction  of  the  language ' 
in  the  clause  of  sale  furnishes  a  strong  inference  that 
nothing  is  to  be  sold  but  the  goods  or  other  things  first 
mentioned.]  The  words  may  be  more  largely  inter- 
preted in  one  clause  than  in  the  other.  [Denman  C.  J. 
This  is  a  clause  giving  a  very  large  and  summary  power; 
the  parties  insisting  on  it  must  bring  themselves  strictly 
within  it.]     If  the  latter  clause  does  not  apply  to  the 

barges, 
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bargeSy  it  does  not  appear  that  they  can  be  redeemed.        1834. 
IPaiiesOH  J.    The  redemption  of  the  goods  implies  a       "^ 
redemption  of  the  barges.  Uttledale  J.  They  are  seized 


The 

as  a  warehouse  for  the  goods.]  SwAirpBACaaal 


Then  as  to  the  remaining  points.  The  plaintiiF  can- 
not maintain  this  action  against  the  defendants,  unless 
he  could  have  maintained  a  similar  one  against  Mercer 
and  Ca,  through  whom  they  claim.  But  he  could 
not  have  sued  Mercer  and  Co.  for  disposing  of  this 
property,  unless  he  had  determined  the  implied  licence 
which  he  had  given  them,  to  use  the  barges  and  take 
the  produce  of  the  mines.  He  could  not,  as  mortgagee, 
have  brought  trover  against  Car,  whom  he  had  suffered 
to  retain  the  possession  and  control  of  the  property; 
nor  can  he  now  allege  ignorance  of  the  underlease  from 
Cox  to  Mercer^  which  he  suffered  to  be  made  after  his 
title  as  administrator  had  vested.  Allowing  possession 
to  continue,  is  the  same,  in  legal  effect,  as  acquiescing 
in  an  act  done ;  as,  for  instance,  where  a  party  concurs 
in  the  selling  of  his  goods  under  a  commission  of 
bankrupt  (a),  in  which  case  it  has  been  held  that  a  man 
cannot  treat  as  a  tortious  conversion  that  which  he  has 
himself  licensed.  Besides,  the  plaintiff  here  distrained 
part  of  the  goods  demised  to  Mercer  and  Co. ;  he  must, 
in  so  doing,  have  meant  to  treat  them  as  property  of 
Mercer  and  Co.,  which  he  was  entitled  to  take  as  a 
distress;  if  so,  he  affirmed  the  demise  to  them,  and  then 
the  case,  as  to  the  defendants,  is  the  same  as  that  of  a 
sheriff  selling  furniture  which  is  demised  to  a  tenant  and 
taken  in  execution,  pending  the  lease:  the  landlord 
cannot  maintain  trover  {b).     If  the  plaintiff,  in  ordering 

(a)  Oarke  ▼•  Clarke,  6  Eq>,  61.       (6)  Gortfon  t.  Harper,  7  T.  J2.  9. 

the 


Company. 
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1834.       the  goods  to  be  taken,  meant  to  treat  them  as  his  own, 

he  was  not  entitled  to  do  so  without  a  previous  demand. 

tigokkti       XTaunton  J.  The  case  does  not  state  that  the  plaintiff 

The 

SwAwsvA  G^uiia  knew  any  thing  of  the  transactions  between  Cox  and 
^^^'  Mercer  and  Co.]  It  does  not  shew  the  contrary;  and 
he  must  be  presumed  to  have  known  something  of  a 
relation  existing  between  those  parties  and  between 
Mercer  and  Co.  and  himself.  As  to  the  right  of  the 
defendants  to  set  op  a  jas  tertii  in  the  assignees, 
arising  from  reputed  ownership  in  the  bankrupts,  it  is 
true  no  case  has  been  found  in  which  any  parties  but 
assignees  have  availed  themselves  of  that  &ct  (a);  but  it 
can  seldom  happen  that  others  will  have  occasion  to  do 
80.  If  the  defendants  here  cannot  set  it  up,  they  wilt 
have  to  pay  the  plaintiff  for  the  goods  which  are  the 
subject  of  this  action,  and  will  afterwards  be  liable  for 
them  to  the  assignees.  [Paiteson  J.  You  assume  that 
the  assignees  could  recover  for  them.]  The  case  of 
reputed  ownership  is  dear  from  the  facts  stated. 
{Taimton  J.  There  must  be  an  assent  by  the  true 
owner.]  The  goods  were  in  the  order  and  disposition 
of  the  bankrupts  with  the  consent  of  Cor,  who  was 
permitted  by  the  plaintiff  to  deal  with  them  as  he 
pleased.  [Tatmton  J.  That  is  an  assent  only  of  the 
permittee  of  the  true  owner.]  Cox  had  authority  from 
the  true  owner  to  give  that  assent. 

(ff)  In  PAitt^  T.  Hopmoodf  1  H.  ^  Ad*  S19b  it  was  heM»  that  a  de- 
fendaot  might  mist  an  action  bj  persoos  claiming  to  be  aiugnces  of  a 
bankrupt,  on  the  ground  of  a  former  bankruptcy,  under  which  there  had 
been  no  certificate.  But  that  ctae  tcemt  to  rest,  not  merely  on  a  jua 
tartii  in  the  old  aisigneat,  but  on  the  absolute  invalidity  of  the  teoond 
Gommiaaon.  See  further  the  distinction!  taken  in  Webb  ▼.  For,  7  7.  R* 
391. ;  XUchoi  ▼.  Barttck,  7  EaU,  53. ;  Drayton  ▼.  DaUf  ^B.f  Cr.  29S. 

Sir 
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Sir  James  Scarlett  in  reply.     In  Godin  ▼.  Ferris{a\'       18S4. 


Fkauk 


the  seizore  was  under  a  direct  claim  in  right  of  the  king; 
the  fMToperiy  being  taken  under  a  title  inconsistent  with        agaiku 
that  of  the  owner,  a  complete  cause  of  action  arose  at  Swavsca  Canal 
that  time,  and  there  was  none  subsequent:  the  tortious        ^  ^^ 
act  there  was  one  and  the  same  throughout:   here 
there  are  two  distinct  wrongs;  but  one  of  them  aflfec^s 
the  plaintiff  and  the  other  does  not.     In  Crook  v. 
M^Tsvish  {b)f  (which  must  have  been  an  action  of  tres- 
pass, although  that  is  not  stated,)  the  only  point  of  time, 
from  which  the  right  of  action  could  be  dated,  was  that  of 
the  sdzure  and  pbcing  men  on  board ;  there  was  no  new 
cause  of  complaint  afterwards.     In  Wordsworth  ▼.  Har- 
leg  (c),  the  heightening  of  the  wall  was  no  new  trespass. 
In  the  present  case,  nothing  was  done  or  intended  by 
the  original  seizure  which  could  injure  the  plaintiff: 
the  parties  acted  under  a  mistake  as  to  his  rights,  but  no 
actual  injury  was  done  to  them  until  the  sale.     He  was 
not  in  possession;  and  therefore  the  trespass  by  merely 
setziDg  the  property,  did  not  affect  him.    The  real  injury 
to  him,  as  reversioner,  commenced  when  there  was  a 
sale,  the  consequence  of  which  was  an  asportavit,  and 
not  before.     He  sues  only  in  respect  of  his  right  of 
property.     In  Jenkins  v.  Cooke  (J),  argued  last  Trinitjf 
term,  where  a  similar  question  arose  to  that  now  before 
the  Court,  the  plaintiff  being  the  owner,  but  not  in 
pesaessioo,  of  the  goods  seized,  it  was  held  that  the 
time  of  limitation  ran  from  the  sale.    \Denman  C.  J. 
The  Court  there  held,  that  the  sale  was  the  fiict  which 
afiected  the  plaintiff^s  interest,  and  a  rule  for  a  new  trial 
made  absolote  on  that  greund.    Patieson  J.  The 

(a)  8  H.  Bl.  14.  (6)  1  Bing.  167. 

(c)  \B.iAd.  391.  (<f)  See  tiia  and  of  this  caw. 

present 
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1834.       present  case  was  referred  to  in  moving  for  the  rule.] 

As  to  the  question  under  the  bankrupt  act,  it  must  be 

agamst        maintained  on  the  other  side,  that  if  the  true  owner  of 

The 

SwAvsKACMial  property  consents  that  A.  shall  have  possession  of  it,  he 

Compuiy* 

consents  to  a  possession  by  every  person  licensed  by  A. 
The  meaning  of  the  clause  cannot  be  extended  beyond 
a  consent  given  to  the  bankrupt  himself.  The  statute 
6  G.  4.  c.  16.  s.  72*  says  that,  if  the  bankrupt  has  in  his 
possession,  by  the  consent  of  the  true  owner,  goods 
whereof  he  is  the  reputed  owner,  the  commissioners  shall 
have  power  to  sell  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  the  credi- 
tors. But  it  does  not  follow  that,  if  the  goods  are  not 
so  disposed  of,  an  individual  can  step  in  and  claim  them 
by  virtue  of  that  clause.  Nor  is  there  any  colour  here 
for  alleging  a  consent  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  conveyance 
oF  his  property  from  Cox  to  Mercer.  [Patte$on  J.  The 
onus  of  shewing  such  consent  lies  on  the  defendants.] 

D£NMAN  C.  J.  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  other 
points  of  the  case  are  with  the  plaintiff;  but  with  respect 
to  the  limitation  of  time,  the  words  of  the  statiile  are 
very  doubtful. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  in  the  present  term  {April  22d}, 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

In  this  case,  the  G>urt,  having  decided,  in  the  course 
of  the  argument,  two  points  in  the  plaintiff's  &vour : 
viz*  that  he  had  sufficient  property  and  right  of  pos-* 
session  to  entitle  him  to  maintain  the  action,  and  that 
the  defendants  had  no  right  to  convert  his  goods,  wished 
for  an  opportunity  of  considering  whether  the  third  ob- 
jection was  well  founded. 

It 
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It  arose  upon  the  125d  clause  of  the  canal  company's         1834. 
act,  under  which  every  action  brought  against  them  for 
any  ihiag  done  by  them  is  to  be  commenced  wiikin  six         agamst 
calendar  months  next  after  the  fact  committed^  or  in  case   Swam^ka  Cuial 
there  shall  be  a  continuation  of  damages,  then  within  six 
calendar  months  next  after  the  doing  or  committing 
such  damage  shall  have  ceased  • 

The  plaintiff  here  brought  trover  for  certain  goods 
and  boats  which  had  been  mortgaged  to  him,  and  were, 
by  the  mortgagor,  leased  to  certain  persons  residing  near 
the  canal. 

These  goods  had  been  unlawfully  seized  as  a  distress 
for  tolls,  claimed  from  the  person  in  possession,  by  the 
defendants,  more  than  six  months  before  action,  but 
had  afterwards  been  sold  within  the  six  months.  The 
defendants  argued  that  the  seizure  by  them  was  the  fact 
committed^  whence  the  action  was  brought  too  late: 
but  the  plaintiff  claimed  the  right  to  treat  the  act  of 
sale  as  the  fact  committed,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that 
he  may  do  so.  if  this  action  had  been  brought  by  the 
mortgagor's  lessee,  being  in  possession  of  the  property, 
the  cases  of  Godin  v.  Ferris  (a)  and  Crook  v.  M^Tavish  {b) 
are  strong  to  shew  that  it  must  have  been  within  the 
limited  period  after  the  first  unlawful  seizure :  and  the 
Court  might  have  found  it  difficult  to  say  that  his  re- 
sorting to  an  action  of  trover  instead  of  trespass  could 
have  extended  his  rights.  But  he  suffered  no  injury 
from  the  trespass  committed  on  his  goods  while  in  the 
possession  of  another ;  the  damage  that  was  first  done 
to  him  arose  from  the  sale,  by  which  they  were  placed 
beyond  his  reach  and  converted  to  the  use  of  the  de- 

(a)  2  H.  Bl.  14.  (6)  1  Bins.  167. 

fendants, 
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1884.        fendants,  at  a  time  when  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the 
—^       possession  of  them. 

Fraskk         '^ 

We  therefore  think   the   plaintiff  has   brought  his 


The 

SwAiraBACftiua  action  within  six  months  of  the  fact  committed. 

^^^'  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 

(a)  William  Jenkins  against  Cooke. 

A  canal  oom-  The  deelaratioii  contained  counts  for  an  exceuire  distrest  and  sale  of  the 

P*°y  ^,^  plainttff's  goods,  generally,  and  other    counts  for  an  injury  to   bis 

statute  to'de-  reversionary  interest  in  such  goods,  by  an  excessive  distress  and  sale  of  the 

mand  and  sue  same,  they  being  at  the  time  let  to  hire  by  the  plaintiff  to  Joseph  Drmfton 

for  certain  tolls  jg^^  ^^  j„^^  Jenkins,  and  in  their  possession.     The  seventh  count 
upon  the 

mtiMgfi  of  alleged  that,  while  the  plaintiff  was  proprietor  of  certain  trams,  &c 

goods,  and  to  which  had  been  let  on  hire  (as  before),  the  defendants  seised  and  took 

distrain  any  ^i,^^  f^^^^  ^^  possession  of  the  said  J,  27.  J.  and  /.  J.,  and  absolutely 

ffoodsm  re-  '"^^f  '"'^  converted  and  disposed  thereof,  to  the  injury  of  plaintiff's 

apect  of  which  revenionary  interest.     There  was  also  an  eighth  count  in  trover.     Plea, 

any  such  tolls      ^j^  general  issue.     At  the  trial  before  Gumeu  B.,  at  the  Monmouthsftire 

ouffht  to  be 

Dfud  and  to         Summer  asstaes  18S2,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  clerk  to  the 

detain  the  same  Monrmmiluhire  canal  navigation  company,  and  had  distrained  and  sold,  for 

unUl  pyment  iQ^mMfge  due  to  them,  several  tram-waggons,  which  the  plaintiff  had  let  to 

tolls,  and  of  all  ^^  ^  ^®  above-mentioned  parties,  and  which  (according  to  some  of  the 

arrears  of  the  witnesses)  were,  at  the  time  of  the  seisure,  demised  to  the  same  parties. 

Mme  tben  due     j^  distress  was  made  on  the  Sd  of  Jutu  1831 ;  the  sale  was  on  the  14th 

from  the  owner 

of  such  carriage  ^  September  following.     The  action  was  commenced  on  the  5th  of  March 

or  goods;  and  1832.     The  statute  32  G.  3.  c.  102.,  by  which  the  company  was  incor- 

in  case  such  poratcd,  empowers  them  (s.  91.)  to  ask,  demand,  take,  and  receive  certain 

not  be  i«-  rates,  tolls,  and  duties  therein  specified,  for  the  tonnage  and  wharfage  of  all 

deemed  within  iron,  ironstone,  &c.,  and  other  goods,  wares,  merchandizes,  and  commodi- 

five  days,  to         ^^  whatsoever,  navigated,  carried  on,  or  conveyed  upon,  through,  or  over 

appraise  and  • 

sell  the  same, 

as  in  the  case  of  a  distress  for  rent;  they  were  not  expressly  authorised  to  levy  any  toll 

upon  carriages : 

Held,  that  ^rams  could  not  be  distrained  for  arrears  of  tolls  due  from  the  owners  for 
goods  carried  in  them,  if  they  were  not  carrying  goods  of  such  owners  at  the  time  of  the 
distress. 

The  statute  enacted,  that  any  action,  brought  for  any  tiling  done  in  pursuance  of  the  act, 
or  in  execution  of  the  powers  and  authorities  granted  by  it,  should  be  brought  within  six 
calendar  months  next  after  the  fact  committed : 

Held,  first,  that  such  a  distress  was  a  thing  done  in  pursuance  of  the  act. 

But,  held,  secondly,  that  where  an  owner  of  trams  let  them  to  a  third  person,  and 
during  such  letting  they  were  illegally  distrained  for  arrears  due  from  the  person  hiring, 
while  not  carrying  such  person*s  goods,  and  afterwards  sold,  such  owner  might  sue  within 
six  months  from  the  time  of  sale,  on  a  count  ocmplaining  of  injury  done  to  hu  reversionary 
interest  by  the  seizure  and  sale. 

the 
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lh»  canals,  railways,  and  stone  roads,  or  any  part  thereof;    and  by  18S4. 

nctioa  100.  they  are  authorised,  in  case  of  non-payment,  to  sue  for  the  „ 

■moont,  or  to  seise  and  disCnin  any  boat  or  waggon,  or  other  carriages,  FaAsia 

goods  wares,  &c.,  for  or  in  respect  of  which  such  rates,  &c.  ought  to  be  ^^'"^ 

paid,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  detain  the  same  respectively  till  payment  g^^ys^j^  Canal 
be  made  of  saeh  rates,  tolls,  or  duties,  and  of  all  arrears  of  the  same  Company, 
then  due  from  the  owner  of  such  boat  or  waggon,  or  other  carriage,  goods, 
&&,  and  to  appraise  and  sell  the  distress,  as  the  law  directs  in  cases  of 
distress  for  rent,  if  not  redeemed  within  five  days.  By  section  147.  it 
is  enacted,  '<  that  if  any  action,  suit,  or  information  shall  be  brought  or 
commenced  against  any  person  for  any  thing  done  or  to  be  done  in 
pursuance  of  this  act,  or  in  ezeeutbn  of  the  powen  and  authorities,  or  the 
orden  and  directions,  hereinbefore  given  and  granted,  every  such  suit  or 
information  shall  be  brought  or  commenced  within  six  calendar  months 
next  after  the  ftct  committed ;  or  in  case  there  shall  be  a  continuation 
of  damages,  then  within  three  calendar  months  next  after  the  doing  or 
committing  such  damage  shall  cease,  and  not  afterwards."  The  learned 
Judge  thought  that,  supposing  (as  was  contended)  that  the  hiring  in  this 
esse  was  not  determined  before  the  seixure,  the  time  of  limitation  com- 
menced at  the  seizure,  and  the  action  was  barred ;  and  he  directed  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant 

MemUt  in  Mi^admas  term  18S9,  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground 
of  miadirection,  and  contended,  first,  that  the  limitation  cUuise  did  not 
apply  to  an  action  like  the  present,  which  was,  substantially,  brought  for 
the  purpose  of  recovering  back  property  taken  without  any  lawful  claim, 
and  was  in  the  nature  of  an  action  of  detinue ;  and  he  dted  the  language 
fdJSmfk^  J.  in  Edge  v.  Parker  (8  B.  &  C  700).  Butthe  Court  {Parke^ 
TmuOot^  and  PtOUmm  Js.)  were  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  clause 
included  the  case  of  a  distress,  which  could  not  have  been  leried  but 
under  the  powen  and  authorities  given  by  the  act.  (See  Smkk  v.  SkefUfy 
10  B.  i  C.  277.  Xord  OaUey  v.  Tkt  Ketumgton  Canal  Compawft  5  S, 
i  AA,  138.)  MauU  then  contended  that,  if  the  waggons  were  let  to  hire 
at  the  time  of  the  seixure,  and  if  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  rent  for 
them  till  they  were  sold,  no  damage  or  cause  of  action  accrued  to  him  till 
then ;  and  he  referred  to  Frater  v.  The  Swatuea  Canal  Navigation  Comr 
paitjft  l*^y  tried  before  Aldenon  J.  The  Court  granted  a  rule  nisi;  and, 
in  TVtndy  term  1833  {May  27th»  before  Denman  C.  J.,  LittiedaJUf  Parke, 
andPoltesim  Js.), 

Sb  X  CampbeB,  Solicitor- General,  and  R.  V.  Richards  shewed  cause, 
and  contended  that,  even  on  the  supposition  that  the  goods  were  under 
demise  at  tha  time  of  the  seixure,  the  action  was  out  of  time,  as  the 
piaintili^  if  he  could  maintain  it  at  all,  might  have  commenced  it  imme- 
diately after  the  seixure  oo  the  Sd  of  June,  when  the  goods  were  taken 

Vol.  L  C  c  »»* 
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out  of  the  posMstion  of  the  lessees;  that  the  veal  caiue  of  actioo  wat  t)ir 

vroqg  then  done  to  the  plaintiff,  although  iuxther  wrong  was  committed 

FaAsia         in  the  course  of  the  same  transaction  by  selling  the  goods :  and  thej  cited 

againtt  g^fgiin  ▼.  Ferrit  (2  H.  BL  14. ),  Sawnden  ▼.  Saundgn  (2  EaMt,  254.  )f  ud 

8«Aii«u!cawd  ^*^  ^"  -^^'^TowA  (1  Bing,  167.).     [Porke  J.  In  those  cases  there  ww 

Company.       nothing  that  could  be  treated  as  a  conversiony  subsequent  to  the  original 

taking.] 

Mauk  and  WkatOey,  contri^  contended  that  the  action  was  maintBiO' 
able  upon  any.  of  the  counU;  that,  assumii^  a  fight  of  action  to  have 
accrued  at  the  time  of  the  seiaure,  the  plaintiff  was  not  obliged  to  proceed 
till  it  became  endent,  from  the  sale,  that  the  goW»  would  not  be  returned; 
that,  at  all  events,  the  sale  was  a  distinct  ii\}ury  to  the  plaintiff  in  his  re- 
Tersionaiy  interest,  which  had  not  come  into  possession  before  the  seisure: 
and  in  support  of  the  count  in  trover  they  cited  Farrant  ▼.  Tkomgnon 
(SB.4;jL  826.)- 

Per  Curkm,  There  must  be  a  new  trial,  in  order  that  it  may  be 
ascertained  how  long  the  plaintiff's  interest  continued  to  be  a  reveraionflxy 
inlerest  merely.  If  it  was  a  reveraionary  interest  at  the  time  of  the  ssle^ 
dien  such  interest  was  injured  by  the  sale,  and  not  by  the  original  taking*^ 
TTie  action,  therefore,  in  respect  of  the  sale,  would,  in  Aat  case,  be 
brought  in  time;  but,  if  the  interest  of  the  sons  was  determined  before 
the  seiaure,  it  might  be  diflScult  to  say  that  the  action  was  in  tim^ 

Bule  absolatew 


On  the  seeond  trial,  before  Paiteton  J.  at  the  IfemrnnOhhire  Spring 
assiaes  1884,  it  appeared  that  the  trams  were  distrained  for  arrears  of  tolW 
due,  upon  goods  carried  in  them,  from  Joseph  DrayUm  Jejiims,  and  Mn 
Jbnkmh  the  sons  of  the  plaintiff;  and  that,  at  the  time  of  the  distress, 
they  were  laden  with  goods  belonging  to  a  person  named  Webb,  to  whom 
they  had  been  let  by  the  sons ;  and  the  jury  expressly  found  that  the  trama 
were  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  and  were  hired  of  him  by  the  sons, 
and  that  the  horing  had  not  terminated  at  the  time  of  the  seisnre.  They 
then  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  under  the  directian  of  the  learned 
Judge,  who  reserved  leave  to  the  defendant's  counsel  to  asove  to  enter  a 
nonsuit. 

Ta^9urd  Seijt.  moved  (Jpril  16th,  1834,)  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
the  verdict  sliould  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  nonsuit  entered,  or  a  new  trial 
had.  The  rule  was  moved  for  on  three  grounds,  as  to  the  third  of  which 
(eicessive  damages)  a  rale  nisi  was  granted.  The  other  two  grounds 
were,  first,  that  the  defendant  bad  a  right  to  distrain  the  trams ;  and, 
secondly,  that,  under  the  facts  proved,  the  limitation  clause  barred  the 
plaintiff's  aeiion.     First,  a»  to  the  right  to  distrain.     The  ninety-fisst  sec- 
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tion  entidei  the  oompany  to  deoMuid  to]li  on  certain  goods,  but  there         ISS4. 

is  BO  daiue  aatlMiriiuig  a  toll  on  trami.     Then  the  hundredth  iection         «.« 

ghrei  a  power  to  distrain,  not  only  goods,  but  any  waggon  or  other  car-         Fbauk 
riage  in  respect  of  which  tolls  ought  to  be  paid.     This  must  mean  the  °^*^ 

carriages  oanyiilg  goodi  in  respect  of  which  the  tolls  are  due ;  other-  g^j^],gx^  Canal 
wiae^  as  Bo  toll  is  laid  oa  the  trams,  the  words  would  be  without  mean-  Company* 
ing.  Again,  the  same  section  authorises  the  oarriage^  Sec.  to  be  dataned 
(31  payment  be  made  of  such  tolls,  and  of  all  arrears  of  the  same,  due 
fWm  the  <»wneK.  lliese  words  would  be  absurd  if  they  were  not  con- 
strued to  mean,  that  the  carriage,  which  had  carried  goods  at  any  profious 
time,  should  be  liable  to  be  distrained  and  detained  for  all  tolls  re- 
maitiing  due  on  such  ^ods.  [Parix  J.  What  objection  is  there  to 
conetnring  the  intention  of  the  act  to  be,  that  the  canine  should  be 
made  liable  during  each  trip,  as  well  as  the  good%  for  toUs  payable 
upon  the  goods  for  that  particular  trip ;  and  that  there  should  also  be^ 
lAer  sesure^  a  geneiat  lien  for  arrears  doe  from  the  owner  of  the  articles 
<9on  which  the  toll^  so  seiaed  for,  are  payable?  fattetanJ.  When  the 
trams  were  seised,  they  were  not  in  the  use  of  the  two  sons,  but  lent  to 
another  person;  and  you  distrained  them,  not  for  what  they  were  actually 
^mylng^  but  ibr  arrears  doe  fiwm  the  two  sons.  Now  you.  may  distrain 
Cor  toUs,  and  keep  for  arrears ;  but  you  cannot  distrain  for  arrears.] 
Secondly,  as  to  the  limitation  clause.  The  time  must  be  reckoned  from 
libe  sdsure,  the  sale,  or  some  intermediate  period.  The  seiaure  would 
bo  too  ftr  bade;  and,  vnless  some  period  can  be  shewn  at  whidi  the 
revcnionary  interest  came  into  possession,  the  situation  of  the  plaintiff 
was  not  altered  after  the  seiaure,  and  therefore  his  injury  must  be  dated 
Aim  the  seiture,  especially  as  the  seisure  and  the  sale  are  connected  ' 
together  in  ihe  dedaratioB  as  a  smgie  transaction.  [PankeJ*  The 
plaintiff  will  say,  you  ought  to  have  sold  no  more  than  the  interest  of  the 
lessees;  the  ii^jury,  therefore,  dates  from  the  sale  of  the  whole  property, 
which  is  always  si^posed  to  be  injurious  to  the  reversion,  as  if  a  sheriff 
sell  more  than  the  tenant's  mterest] 

The  Omft  (Lord  Dmman  C.  J.,  IMtlMUt  Packet  ud  PaiUnn  Js.) 
the  nile  as  to  tba  first  t«ro  grounds. 


Cc  t 
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Tkunday,  Williams  against  Clouoh,  Clerk. 

May  8th. 

A  line  drawn  QIR  JAMES  SCARLETT^  on  shewing  cause  against 

woHilfinthe  ^  ^ul^  obtained  by  the  Attorney-General  in  this 

affidL^^T-  ^^^^^  objected  that  an  affidavit  on  which  the  rule  had 

cvw^Mrft^dy'  ^^®®°  grounded  was  inadmissible,  there  being  an  erasure 

Iqgiblf^ittti  in  the  jurat;  and  he  referred  to  the  rule  of  Court, 

mmmaM9^  Wlwlll 


the  Rule  of       Mich.  T.  S7  G.  S.  (a),  which  provides,  «  That  no  affidavit 
mo*  term,  be  read  or  made  use  of  in  any  matter  depending  in  this 

87  0.S.,  and  r  o 

Titiatei  tfaa         Court,  in  the  jurat  of  which  there  shall  be  any  inter- 
tba  omiflrimior   Uneation  or  erasure."     The  jurat  had  been  commenced 
^fS?^^*^  thus:  — "Re-swom  at  BtynhyJHd,''  the  words  "at 
l^^^       BtynhnfricP'  had  been  struck  out  by  drawing  a  slight 
line  through  theim,  which,   however,   left  the  writing 
perfectly  legible,  and  the  jurat  then  appeared  as  fol- 
lows :  — "  Rc'sworn  at  Btynhffind  by  the  several  de- 
ponents A»  J5.,  C  Z).,  and  E.  F.^  at  Brynhj/fiid^  in  the 
parish  of,  &c.,  on,  &c.     Before  me  6.  H.^  a  commis- 
sioner," &c.    [Lord  Denman  C.  J.    The  principle  of 
the  rule  is,  that  there  shall  be   no  alteration  in   the 
jurat.] 

Sir  J.  CampbeU^  Attorney-General.  That  is,  that 
there  shall  be  no  alteration  which  is  not  submitted  to 
the  eyes  of  the  Court.  There  is  no  change  here  by 
which  any  thing  is  suppressed. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  think  the  rule  applies.  Par- 
ties should  attend  to  the  rules  of  Court. 

Rule  dischai^ged. 

(a)  7  7.  Jl.  S9. 
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1834. 


The  King's  warrant  was  this  day  read  in  open  Thmndasft 
Court,  appointing  T^mas  Chapman  Esq.,  Assistant- 
Master  of  this  Court,  to  the  o£Bce  of  Marshal  of  the 
Marshalsea  of  this  Coart  (a),  and  the  oath  of  office  was 
administered  to  him:  Immediately  after  which,  the 
Court  made  the  following  order,  on  the  motion  of 
Sir  J.  Campbell^  Attorney-General,  (who  stated  that  a 
like  rule  had  been  made  on  the  appomtment  of  the  late 
Marshal,} 

That  Thomas  Chapman  Esq.,  the  present  Marshal  of 
the  Marshabea  of  this  Court,  do  take  into  his  custody 
all  the  prisoners  who  are  at  large  without  the  walls  of 
the  prison  of  the  said  Court,  and  also  all  prisoners  who 
have  escaped  and  are  not  lawfully  discharged  out  of  the 
said  prison,  and  bring  them  into  the  prison  aforesud. 

(•)  la  tht  loom  of  wmkm  JmuM,  Eiq.,  who  diid  in  tfaii  tan,  hsfing 
htld  tht  ofilee  nttrly  forty-tbico  jun. 


Ce  S 
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Tfttt'irffly.  Goodwin  against  Lobdon. 

May  8lh.  ^ 

A  defendant       T\UNBAR  moved  (A%  7th)  (fi^X  tb^t  the  defendant 

who  has  been       JL/       .,,,.,  ,  -,  jni-i_ 

in  custody  on  a  might  be  discharged  out  or  the  custody  oi  the  sb(»- 

feio^,  and  is  ri£f  of  &fT^,  uoder  the  foUowiqg  circupistances.  T))^ 
3S^fa  defendant  was  tried  at  the  SwrQf  sessions  on  two  in- 
"rom^'ll^IJlrt  OT  tf ctments  for  embezzlement,  on  the  prosecution  of  the 
J"  "!"™d  th  P^**"^^  H®  ^^  acquitted,  and  discharged  the  foUow*- 
Court  will  not    iug  day  by  proclamation.    On  his  w^y  home  from  the 

reliere  him 

from  such  ar-     gaol,  to  which  he  had  been  committed  for  trials  he  wf^ 

rest,  if  it  does  _  i  •       <•  i        i   •     •!«•  i* 

not  appear  that  arrested  on  mesne  procesS)  at  the  suit  of  the  plamtin^  tor 
s/on'm  a^'     SB/.,  and  was  afterwards  taken  back  to  the  same  gaol, 
wITITconl**"^  and  there  detained  in  custody  on  such  process.     The 
hira'hm)*^  «f    affidavits  in  support  of  the  motion  all^edj  that  the  de- 
tody  on  the       fendant  had  a  cross  claim  against  the  plaintiff  arising 
put  of  the  same  transactions  between  them  as  the  svyn 
posed  debt  for  which  the  latter  had  arrested  him,  and 
exceeding  it  in  amount;  and  the  defendant  stated  that 
be  had  heavd  of  no  charge  or  claim  against  him  by  the 
plaintiff  till  he,  the  defendant,  had  demanded  a  settle- 
ment of  the  accounts,  and  that  he  believed  the  arrest  to 
have  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  harassing  him,  and 
preventing  the  enforcement  of  his  demand.    Patteson  J., 
on  summons,  refused  to  dbcharge  the  defendant 

Dunbar  now  contended  that  the  defendant,  while  on 
his  return  from  the  sessions  which  he  had  been  obliged 
to  attend  on  a  criminal  charge  against  himself^  was  pri- 
vileged from  arrest.     A  party  in  attendance  directly  on 

(«)  Bdbfi  Lord  Daman  C  J„  l^iiedaic,  and  HWktm  Jt. 

the 


IN  TH«  Fourth  Ykak  or  WILLIAM  IV.  379 

the  boflhiess  of  a  Court,  or  even  in  any  matter  rdadve       1834. 
to  ity  is  entitled  to  freedom    from    arrest  eundo  eC      ^ 

GOODWXW 

redeupdo,  Meekins  v.  Smith  {a\  especially  when  brought  against 
there^  as  in  this  case,  on  compulsoiy  process.  ILittle^ 
dale  J.  It  has  lately  been  held  that  a  par^  brought 
before  a  Court  in  custody  on  criminal  process  is  not 
witliin  the  rule.]  In  JVeUs  v.  Gumey  (6),  a  debtor  was 
arrested  on  Sunday  for  an  alleged  assault,  in  order  to 
gain  an  opportunity  of  arresting  him  upon  civil  process 
on  the  Monday^  when  he  was  bailed  for  the  assault: 
and  this  Court  discharged  him  out  of  custody  as  to  the 
civil  arrest.  [Lord  Demnan  C.  J.  If  it  appeared  here 
that  the  arrest  of  the  defendant  on  a  criminal  charge  was 
merely  a  contrivance  to  get  him  into  custody  on  the  civil 
snit^  that  case  would  apply;  but  it  does  not  follow  that 
that  was  so  because  the  defendant  was  acquitted*  Do 
your  affidavits  allege  that  it  was  a  contrivance?  (c)]  It 
may  be  gathered  from  the  facts.  Independently  of 
cases,  the  privilege  ought  to  be  allowed  here  on  principle. 
[Lord  Demnan  C.  J.  The  question  comes  simply  to  this ; 
whether  a  person  taken  into  custody  on  a  criminal 
charge  is  privil^ed  from  arrest  redeundo,  when  dis- 
missed from  such  custody  ?  That  is  a  point  of  great 
general  importance.] 

Cur.  adtK  vuli. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  on  this  day,  delivered  the  judg^ 
ment  of  the  Court  We  think  the  defendant,  in  this 
case,  was  not  entitled  to  the  privilege.    The  only  direct 


(a)  1  H.  BL  $56.  («)  8  A  |-  C  769. 

(c)  It  WM  not  flatMl  in  tht  ■flidmrils  ihtt  the  tllcgei  debt  mo&t  out 
of  the  Mine  tramectiont  ••  the  criminal  charge. 

C  c  4  authority 


980 


CASES  IN  EASTER  TERM 


1834. 


authority  we  have  been  able  to  find  upon  the  point  is  an 
anonymous  case  in  Mr.  Dondif^s  Beports  of  Cases  cf 
Practice  {a)f  where  an  application  like  this  was  made 
before  Parke  J^  who  consulted  the  other  Judges  of  this 
Court,  and  they  all  held  that  the  privilege  could  not  be 
claimed. 

Rule  refused. 


(a)  1  DmoL  PraeL  Coin,  157. 


Tkunday, 
Jlay  8th. 


The  King  against  The  Churchwardens  of  the 
Parish  of  St.  Saviour's,  Southwark. 


A  Testrj  hBT- 
ing,  by  a  ihew 
of  hands,  paMed 
a  resolut'on, 
directiDg  an 
illegal  appli- 
cation of  Bome 
charitable 
funds,  and  a 
poll  haTing 
been  demanded 
of  the  person 
presiding  at  the 
Tcstry,  and 
notgrentedythe 
Court  refused  a 
rule  for  a  man- 
damus to  com- 
pel such  person 
to  grant  a  polL 


JJORD  DENMAN  C.  J.  A  rule  was  obtained  in  the 
bail  court,  in  Hilary  term,  to  shew  cause  why  a 
mandamus  should  not  issue,  directing  the  churchwardens 
of  the  parish  of  St.  Samouf^s^  Southwark^  to  assemble  the 
parishioners  of  the  said  parish,  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
the  poll  upon  a  motion  put  to  the  vote  by  a  shew  of  hands 
at  the  general  or  vestry  meeting  of  the  inhabitants  of  the 
said  parish,  holden  on  the  21st  of  January  last,  viz., 
that  the  resolutions  of  the  general  or  vestry  meeting  of 
the  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish,  holden  on  the  7th  of 
January  then  instant,  as  to  the  monuments  to  be  erected 
to  the  memory  of  certain  persons,  might  be  confirmed. 
These  persons  had  bequeathed  property  to  be  applied  to 
particular  objects  or  charity  in  the  parish.  At  a  vestry 
meeting,  holden  on  the  ?th  of  January  last,  a  resolution 
was  proposed  and  carried,  that  a  tablet  or  monument 
should  be  erected  to  record  the  bequests  of  the  devisors, 
to  be  paid  for  out  of  the  funds  issuing  from  the  bequests. 
On  the  21st  oi  January  another  vestry  meeting  was  held, 

at 
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at  which  the  resolution  of  the  last  meeting  was  con-        18S4. 

firmed  upon  a  shew  of  hands.    A  poll  was  demanded 

by  the  opponents  of  the  resolution;  but  the  church-        ogahut 

The 

warden,  who  presided  at  the  meetingi  refused  to  grant  Chwvhwudaift 

it    Then  the  present  rule  was  obtained.     It  was  ob-     Satiouk'i. 

jected  that  such  an  application  of  the  funds  would  be 

a  breach  of  trust,  and  that  this  Court  ought  not  to 

grant  a  mandamus  for  the  purpose  of  putting  it  to 

the  vote,   whether  such  a  breach  of  trust  should  be 

committed.     We  are  of  opinion  that  the  mandamus 

cannot  be  granted,  and  for  the  reason  suggested.    It 

may  be  said,  that  the  object  in  demanding  the  poll  was 

to  set  aside  the  ill^al  resolution  which  had  been  passed 

by  the  shew  of  hands ;  but  we  cannot  assume  that  the 

result  of  the  poll  would  be  to  rescind  the  resolution. 

If  the  result  were  the  other  way,  it  would  be  said  that 

the  poll  was  taken  under  the  authori^  of  a  mandamus 

from  this  Clourt 

Rule  discharged. 

Ball  in  support  of  the  rule. 

R.  V.  Richards  against  the  rule. 
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Thursf/ajf, 
May  8fh. 

Ifader.DcUat, 
against  whom 
judgOMDt  haa 


aftarwarda  ba- 


ropt,  and  obtain 
his  certiBoata 
within  fonrtean 
days  of  aanrioa 
of  procaai  upon 
his  bail,  the 
bail  areen- 
titiad*  under 
the  general 
role  of  17th 
June  1833,  to 
have  proceed- 
ings against 
them  BUyedy 
though  no 
notice  be  given 
to  the  plaintiff; 
or  application 
made  to  stay 
such  proceed- 
ings, till  after 
the  cipintion 
of  the  fourteen 
days. 


JoNJSs  against  Elus  and  Another. 

FOLLETT  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
an  order  made  by  Littledale  J.  for  staying  proceed- 
ings  in  this  cause  upon  payment  of  costs  of  the  action, 
should  not  be  discharged.  The  plaintiff  had  brought 
an  action  against  a  person  named  Pring,  and  the  defend- 
ants had  become  bail  to  the  action.  On  the  10th  o{  Au- 
gusty  Bring  became  bankrupt  The  cause  was  triedi  and 
the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  against  Fringe  and  signed 
final  judgment.  A  ca.  sa.  was  issued  against  Pring,  and 
non  est  inventus  returned;  whereupon  a  writ  of  sum- 
mons was  issued  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff  against  the 
present  defendants  on  their  recognizance*  and  was  served 
on  them  on  the  7th  of  Naoeniber.  On  the  16th  of  No- 
vembery  Pring  obtained  his  certificate.  On  the  14th  of 
Decembef*  the  defendants  served  a  summons  on  the 
plaintiff  for  the  exoneration  of  the  bail;  and  on  the 
11th  of  January  last,  the  order  of  Littledale  J.  was 
obtained  accordingly. 


£>%  now  shewed  cause.  By  the  general  rule  of  17th 
June  I8dS(a),  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  render 
their  principal  within  fourteen  days  next  after  service  of 
process  upon  themselves,  but  not  later.  If  the  certificate 
be  equivalent  to  a  render,  that  has  been  done ;  for  the  cer« 
tificate  was  obtained  within  nine  days  of  the  service  of  the 
writ  of  summons  on  the  defendants.    Before  the  general 

(a)  SJS.f  Ad  4^^ 


rule 
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rvle  was  made,  the  eertificate  was  considered  to  be  le^ui-        18S4. 
▼alent  to  a  render  {a\  on  the  ground  of  its  makjDg  Ike       *~ 
fender  useless.    It  is  true  that  the  gaieral  rule  directs        againu 

£llis. 

the  stay  of  proceedings  *'  upon  such  render  being  duly 
made,  and  notice  thereof  given ; "  and  that,  in  the  pre- 
sent case,  no  notice  was  given  or  application  made  till 
the  14th  December^  which  was  twenty-eight  days  after 
the  certificate  and  thirty-seven  days  after  the  service  of 
tbe  summons.  But  the  rule  does  not  require  that  the 
notice  shall  be  g^ven  within  the  fourteen  day%  though 
the  render  must  be  within  that  time.  And  a  del^  in 
giving  the  notice,  or  in  applying  for  the  exoneretUri 
cannot  prgudice  the  plaintiff  in  this  case^  as  the  judge's 
order  directed  the  paj^ment  of  costs  of  the  action  gene- 
rally. In  many  cases  notice  could  not  be  given  within 
the  fourteen  days,  where  the  certificate  was  not  known 
fee  the  bail  in  time,  or  where  the  principal  rendered  him- 
self on  the  lastdi^. 

FMett  in  support  of  tlje  rule.  If  the  certificate  be 
now  equivalent  to  the  render,  the  application  for  the 
ezoneretur  should  be  made  within  the  fourteen  days. 
l*he  certificate  requires  the  notice^  or  the  application^  to 
give  it  an  e£fect  tantamount  to  that  of  a  render ;  other- 
wise there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  fix>m  pre- 
suming that  he  is  to  continue  the  proceedings. 

Lord  Djbnmak  C.  J.  I  do  not  thiuk  that  it  was  in- 
tended, by  the  general  rule,  to  alter  the  efiect  of  the 
certificate,  or  to  prevent  it  from  having,  as  before^  the 
same  operation  as  an  actual  render. 

(o)  Sm  ilofimw  ▼.  Paifridlgf  and  ^noihgr,  14  Ea$if  599. 

Little- 
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1834.  LiTTLEBALE  J.,  Pattesom  J.|  and  Williams  J«  con- 

"3  curred. 

JONU 

agaimt  Rule  discbanred. 

Elus.  ^ 


i**^^'  Jones  against  Reynolds. 

Detedttitgav*    ipOLLETT  had  obtained   a   rule  {jfyril  17th)  to 

not  to  be  en-  shew  cause  why  a  judgment  signed  on  a  cognovit 

after  thtllLl  gi^^n  in  this  action  should  not  be  set  aside  for  irre- 

dbi^KrTrait  g^larity.     By  the  cognovit,  it  was  declared  that  no 

^dT^^a  ju^gD>®°^  should  be  entered  up  thereon,  or  execution 

^S^^^'llii  ^^^  *'  ^^^  ^^^  ^®  ^^^  hearing  of  a  certain  Chan- 

tbe  final  decree  eery  suit  instituted  by  the  above-named  defendant  aiiainst 

or  order  to  be  .     . 

prooouDced  the  above-named  plaintifl^  and  the  final  decree  or  order 

intfaeerent  to  be  pronouuced  thcreon;"  and  that,  in  the  event  of 

being  in'fiivour  ^®  ^^  decree  or  order  being  in  &vour  of  the  plaintiff 

jud^^eotfwM  ***  ^^®  action,  judgment  might  be  entered  up,  and  ex- 

to  be  entered  ecution  issue,  **  and  the  same  shall  operate  in  accordance 

up  in  accord-  ^ 

anoewithtbe  with  such  decree  or  order/'     The  defendant,  in  the 

decree*  and  do- 

iendant  wee  not  cognovit,  undertook  **  not  to  take  any  further  proceed- 

judgment  bj  ings  at  law  or  equity  (except  as  aforesaid)  to  impede  or 


rar^qStj,  delay  the  said  plaintiff  in  obtaining  satisfiiction  of  the 
wS^T^^  said  judgment  so  to  be  entered  up/*  The  Chancery 
me  having       g^jj  ^^  heard  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  who  dis- 

been  given  in      ^  ^ 

favourof olain.  missed  the  bill  with  costs ;  but  the  defendant  (the  plain- 

uttf  dewHMiant 

appealed:  tiff  in  chaucery)  presented  a  petition  of  appeal  to  the 

jodgment  could  Lord  Chancellor,  which  had  not  yet  been  heard.     After 

np  on  the  cog-   the  petition  was  lodged,  judgment  was  issued  on  the 

nofittilltbe 

»^«*«"      cognovit 

ffhiicambe  now  shewed  cause.    The  petition  of  appeal 
does  not  prevent  the  decree  from  being  ^*  final,"  in  the 

sense 
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sense  in  which  the  word  is  used  in  the  cognovit    That        1834. 
word  was    mserted   merely  to  protect  the  defendant       '^ 
against  judgment  being  signed  upon  the  making  of  any        agmmt 
order  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  directing  interlocutory 
proceedings,  as,  for  example,  a  reference  to  a  Master  in 
Chancery  to  ascertain  some  &ct.     The  dismissal  of  the 
bill  is  a  final  decree.     Besides,  the  defendant  is  not  to 
impede  the  judgment  <* except  as  aforesaid;"  that  ex- 
ception relates  only  to  the  suit  before  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls. 

FdUetty  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  stopped  by  the 

Court 

■ 

Lord  Denhan  C.  J.  Final  decree  must  mean  a  con- 
clusive decree :  the  decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  is 
not  conclusive,  till  die  appeal  be  determined. 

LiTTLEDALS  J.,  Patteson  J.,  and  Williams  J.  con- 
curred. 

Role  absolute,  (a) ' 

(•)  Sm  Jhmmn  r.  Pitcher,  5  B.  ^  Ad.  841. 
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1834. 


Thunday, 
Ifay  8th. 


A  CttMM&t 
iMCktOtfa* 

■eiiUMistobe 
i«itat»d»  muit 
berab6iird;and 
the 


further  eri- 


makeaiMir 
oioBr  on  nicb 
rehearing. 

The  oertioreri 
bjr  which  the 
original  order 


doeanotope- 
nte  to  remote 
the  mbsequent 
one.     The 
putj  wiihing 
to  conteet  inch 


obtain  acer- 
tioiwi,and 
Kmore  it* 

Accitionuri 
cannot  be  ap- 
plied for  after 
the  apiration 
of  six  calendar 
montfii  ftoDi 
the  making  of 
the  order,  &c 
toberemoredy 
whatever  may 
bate  been  the 
I  of  delay. 


The    King  against   The   Reverend  Richard 
Rouse  Bloxam,  D.D. 

/te  T  iIm  Warwkkshire  January  sessions,  18SS,  Jamet 
Smith  hattiig  been  convicted  by  Dr.  Bloxam  of 
being' «  idle  and  disorderly  person  in  refasing  to  sap* 
port  bis  wife  and  child,  whereby  they  became  chargeable 
to  the  parish  of  Rugh/f  appealed  against  the  convictioAi 
which  was  quashed  by  the  sessions,  subject  to  a  case. 
Dr.  Bloxam  dlereupon  obtained  a  certiorari  to  remove 
such  case,  and  the  orders  and  proceedings  of  die 
sessions,  into  this  Courts  and  the  usual  recognizances 
were  entered  into  for  prosecuting  the  certiorari.  On 
die  hearing  in  this  Court,  the  case  was  sent  back  to  the 
sessions  to  be  restated* 

At  the  Jvihf  sessbns  1893^  the  appeal  was  reheard, 
and  the  Court  then  confirmed  the  conviction,  subject 
to  a  case  reserved  to  the  appellant 

In  Michaelmas  term  1833,  a  rule  of  this  Court  was 
obtained  calling  on  the  prosecutor  of  the  appeal  to  shew 
cause  why  the  recognizances  of  the  defendant  (Dr. 
Bloxam)  and  his  bail  should  not  be  discharged,  and 
why  all  further  proceedings  on  the  certiorari  and  the 
restated  order  of  sessions  returned  therewith  into  this 
Court,  should  not  be  stayed  until  the  prosecutor's  at- 
torney should  undertake  to  pay  the  defendant  or  his 
attorney  his  costs  if  the  last  decision  of  the  sessions 
should  be  affirmed  by  this  Court.  It  was  stated  on 
affidavit,  in  answer  to  this  application,  that  the  ground 
on  which  the  case  was  before  sent  back  to  the  sessions, 
was  their  omission  to  state  certain  fects ;   that  they  had 

now 
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now  specially  found  those  and  other  facts*,  but  that  wath        1834. 
their  special  fiodbg  was-  inconsistent  with  the  deter-* 
mination  they  had  come  to  in  favour  of  the  conviction ;        agamsi 

Blozam* 

that  at  a  subsequent  session  {October  1833)  die  appelr 
lant  had  moved  that  the  case  should  be  restated}  and 
the  proceedings  returned  to  this  Court  under  the  ori- 
ginal certiorari,  and  an*  order  had  been  made  by  the  ^ 
justices  accordingly.  A  rule  was  thereupon  granted 
by  this  Court,  enlaiging  the  rule  for  discharging  the 
recognizances,  until  the  judgment  of  this  Court  should 
be  given  upon  the  restated  case  and  order  of  sessions,  in 
the  metier  of  the  above-mentioned'  conviction* 

In  Hilary  term  1834,  a  rule  was  obtained  calling  on. 
the  prosecutor  of  the  appeal  to  shew  cause  why  the  rule 
last  above-mentioned  should  not  be  discharged^and  why 
the  certiorari  should  not  be  qpashed,  and  a  procedendo 
awarded  to  carry  back  the  record  of  conviction  to  the 
sessions.  The  afiulavit  in  support  of  this  rule  professed 
to  expUin  the  finding  and  judgment  of  the  sessions, 
complained  of  by  the  appellant;  and  it  stated  that,, 
although  the  sessions  had  made  an  order  for  restating 
the  case  and  returning  the  proceedings  to  this  Court, 
no  case  had  ever  been  prepared  or  brought  up  on. 
behalf  of  the  appellant  under  the  existing  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari, nor  had  he  applied  for  any  new  certiorari  for 
that  purpose^  and  that  six  months  had  elapsed  since  the 
reservation  of  a  case  at  the  July  sessions ;  it  was  there- 
fore suggested  that  the  prosecutor  was  now  disabled 
from  further  carrying.  iq3  such  restated  case  on  proceed^ 
ings  to  this  Court,  under  the  present  or  any  other  ceiv 
tiorari,  that  the  conviction  must  remain  in  fi>rce,  and 
that  the  object  of  the  respondent  in  suing  out  the  cer- 
tiorari and  giving  the  recognizances  having  thus  been 

eflfected, 
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1884.       eflRscted,  the  recognizances  ought  to  be  discharged.    In 
-j^  an  affidavit  on  the  other  side,  it  was  represented  that  the 

again$t       delay  in  preparing  the  case  had  been  occasioned  by  the 
defendant's  refusal  to  settle  one. 

Jmos  and  H.  R.  Beynoldi  now  shewed  cause.  The 
rule  now  prayed  for  is  for  a  twofold  purpose ;  to  quash 
the  certiorari  and  discharge  the  recognizances,  and  that 
a  procedendo  may  issue.  As  to  the  first,  the  original 
order  must  be  considered  as  still  subsisting;  and  if  so,  it  is 
for  the  respondent  to  bring  it  back  to  this  Court  under 
the  certiorari  obtained  by  him,  and  by  which  the  Court 
retains  jurisdiction  over  all  the  proceedings.  The  ap- 
pellant was  not  bound  to  bring  up  the  second  order. 
Mr*  Ndofiy  indeed,  after  observing  (a)  that  <*  cases  are 
so  rarely  remitted  back  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
for  inquiry,  that  rules  to  regulate  the  mode  of  proceed- 
ing upon  this  second  hearing  of  appeals  can  scarcely 
be  considered  as  established  by  the  settled  practice  of 
any  oonrt  of  sessions,"  states  it  to  have  been  held  in 
one  instance,  ^^that  an  order  of  sessions  imperfectly 
stated,  and  sent  back  to  be  restated,  is  quite  out  of  the 
case  upon  the  return  of  the  second  order,  and  a  perfect 
nullity;"  that  the  sessions  should  make  a  new  order, 
and  a  second  case  be  signed  by  counsel :  and  he  cites 
Bex  V.  St.  Georg^Sf  Southwark  (6).  There,  it  is  true,  the 
sessions,  on  the  case  being  sent  back,  made  a  new  order, 
but  they  were  expressly  directed  by  the  rule  of  the 
Court  to  *< re-examine,"  and  to  ''make  forther  order;" 
here  the  direction  of  the  Court  is  merely  to  restate.  In 
other  instances,  where  cases  have  been  sent  back  that 

(a)  8AU.  p.  L.  p.6n.  (6)  Bwr.  8.  C.  S83. 

the 
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the  sessions  might  receive  evidence  which   they  had        1834. 

before  rejected,  the  coui-se  has  been,  not  that  a  fresh        — — 
''  The  KzMfl 

order  wa^  made  after  the  hearing  of  such  evidence,        against 

but  that  the  party  who  originally  applied  to  this  Court 
came  to  it  again,  and  moved  that  the  first  order  might 
be  quashed.  In  Bex  v.  Nether  Heyford  (a),  where  the 
case  was  sent  back  that  a  particular  fact  might  be  stated, 
the  sessions  certified  as  to  that  fact,  but  did  not  make  a 
new  order.  The  sessions  in  such  a  case  have  merely 
to  restate  facts,  as  they  are  directed  to  do  by  the  Court. 
[Sir  Jamez  Scarlett^  amicus  curiie.  A  question  of  this 
kind  was  mooted  before  ^ord  Kenyony  on  a  case  from 
Manchester^  respecting  the  appointment  of  a  constable. 
The  case  was  not  sufficiently  stated,  and  was  therefore 
sent  back  to  the  sessions.  Upon  that  occasion  it  was 
asked,  •whether  the  whole  matter  was  to  be  raised  de 
novo,  as  if  it  were  a  new  trial  in  a  cause?  Lord  Kenyan 
was  of  opinion  that  it  might ;  and  it  was  said  on  that 
occasion  that  if  the  sessions  came  to  a  new  conclusion, 
the  party  objecting  to  the  first  order  would  rest  satis- 
fied ;  if  they  decided  as  before,  the  case  must  be  sent 
back  to  this  Court.  Patteson  J.  When  a  case  is  re- 
ferred back  to  the  sessions  that  they  may  receive  par- 
ticular evidence,  the  admission  of  that  will  probably 
oblige  them  to  receive  other  evidence  which  may  become 
necessary  in  consequence.  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  must 
be  like  a  new  trial.  It  may  be  before  an  entirely  dif- 
ferent bench  of  magistrates.]  Supposing  that  they  are 
to  hear  de  nsvo,  it  does  not  follow  that  they  are  to 
make  a  new  order.  In  Rex  v.  Btlsdale  Kirkham  (&), 
where  the  sessions  had  refused  to  hear  evidence  of  the 

(a)  Bun,  8.  C.  479.  (6)  Burr.  S*  C  S2B. 

Vol.  I.  D  d  value 
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value  of  a  tenement  at  a  particular  time*  and  cons^ 
quently  confirmed  an  order  of  removal,  the  Court  sent 
back  the  case  in  order  that  that  fact  might  be  stated^ 
having  first,  however,  decided,  that  if  the  tenement  waa 
worth  10/.  a  year  at  that  time>  a  settlement  was  gained 
in  the  respondent  parish.  The  sessions  then  sent  a  re- 
statement, that  the  tenement  was  above  the  value  of  10/. 
at  the  time  in  question,  upon  which  the  Court  quashed 
the  orders.  There  the  sessions  would  themselves  have 
quashed  the  order  of  removal  if  they  had  considered 
themselves  to  have  authority.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
They  attained  the  same  object  in  a  more  circuitous  and 
expensive  way.]  Assuming  the  first  order  to  be  still 
subsisting,  the  next  question  is,  which  party  ought  to 
bring  tliem  up  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  on  the  second  order.  Although  the  appellant, 
in  whose  favour  the  first  order  was,  must  move  to  quash 
the  second,  it  does  not  follow  that  he  is  the  party  to  bring 
them  before  the  Court.  The  proceedings  are  all  under 
the  original  certiorari,  and  should  be  brought  here  by 
the  party  who  obtained  that.  It  is  suggested  in  2  No^ 
laris  Poor  LaWf  p.  612,  note  (4),  referring  to  Rex  v« 
Ashton  Underhill{a)^  that  if  the  second  order  of  sessions 
reverses  the  first,  and  the  parties  who  thus  become 
defendants  resist  it  upon  the  return,  they  should  enter 
into  a  recognizance  to  secure  the  opposite  party  his 
costs.  That  implies  that,  in  the  author's  opinion,  they 
are  not  obliged  to  sue  out  a  certiorari  for  the  purpose  of 
bringing  up  and  contesting  such  orders;  because  in  that 
case  recognizances  must  be  entered  into  as  a  matter  of 
course.    As  to  a  procedendo^  the  Court  will  at  all  events 


(a)  Cald.  4 IS.     2  Nbl.  P.  L,  5S5. 


not 
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not  grant  that  The  second  order  of  sessions  is  no  18S4. 
ground  for  it^  being  invalid  in  law.  And  supposing 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  appellant  to  bring  up  these  ogamjf 
orders,  the  defendant  ought  not  to  take  advantage  of 
the  delay  in  doing  so,  he  himself  having  in  a  great 
roeilsure  occasioned  it,  and  the  Court  having  in  a 
former  stage  of  this  case  intimated  an  opinion  that  the 
original  certiorari  would  give  them  jurisdiction  over  all 
the  proceedings. 

ISU  contra.  The  rule  to  be  collected  from  Nclanlt 
Poor  lam  (pp.  610,  611)  dearly  is,  that  upon  a  general 
direction  to  restate,  the  proceeding  at  sessions  is  in 
every  sense  a  new  trial.  There  is  no  record  upon  which 
a  farther  statement  can  be  added  to  the  old  case.  A 
new  case  is  stated.  The  sessions  here  have  heard  new 
evidence,  and  confirmed  the  conviction  which  was  before 
Quashed.  The  question  then  is,  who  should  have  brought 
up  the  case.  The  person  suing  out  a  certiorari  enters 
into  a  recognizance  to  pay  costs  to  the  party  in  whose 
favour  judgment  shall  be  given.  It  would  be  absurd  to 
say  that  a  party  shall  be  under  the  necessity  of  bringing 
up  an  order  whic^  is  in  his  own  favour,  and  subjecting 
himself  to  the  costs  of  contesting  such  order.  The  spe* 
cial  finding  of  the  sessions  was  only  important  in  the 
event  of  the  appellants  being  advised  to  take  up  the 
case:  and  none  has  been  tendered  to  the  respondents 
on  their  part.  \PaUeson  J.  If  the  certiorari  does  not 
operate  upon  the  latter  proceedings,  and  the  case  is, 
therefore,  not  before  us  for  the  purpose  of  our  quashing 
the  last  order,  neither  is  it  before  us  for  the  purpose  of 
orderinga  procedendo.] 

D  d  2  Lord 


Blozam. 
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1884.  Lord  Denman  C.  J.    By  18  6. 2.  cAS.t.  5.,  a  cer- 

—^  tiorari  must  be  applied  for  within  six  months  next  after 
agttinM  the  conviction,  order,  or  other  proceeding  to  be  removed : 
and  according  to  the  authorities  cited  in  1  ChUijfs  Sia- 
ivtesf  tit  Certiorari^  p.  133.  noter.  {a\  the  time  is  to  be 
reckoned  without  regard  to  delays  in  drawing  up  the 
case,  or  from  any  such  cause ;  and  if  this  were  not  so 
held,  the  statute  would  in  effect  be  repealed.  It  follows 
from  the  express  words  of  the  act,  that  the  Court  has  no 
power  of  extending  indulgence  to  a  party  who,  from 
whatever  cause,  is  behind  the  proper  time.  Then  how- 
ever, it  is  said  that  the  original  certiorari  is  still  in  force. 
The  question  therefore  is,  whether,  when  a  party  has  ob^ 
tained  a  certiorari  to  remove  a  judgment  given  against 
him,  and  the  case  has  been  sent  back  to  the  sessions, 
which  implies  a  power  given  to  them  of  rehearing  the 
whole,  he  is  afterwards  bound,  upon  the  sessions  re- 
versing their  former  judgment,  to  bring  up  proceedings 
which  are  then  in  his  favour :  Or  whether  the  certiorari 
when  originally  issued,  had  the  effect  of  removing  those 
proceedings  which  had  not  then  taken  place?  and  I 
think  this  cannot  be  maintained.  As  to  the  question, 
who  should  remove  the  ultimate  proceeding  of  the  ses- 
sions, it  is  ofien  unnecessary  to  raise  it,  because  if  the 
second  hearing  convinces  the  justices  that  their  former 
decision  was  right,  the  judgment  is  the  same,  and  no 
such  difficulty  can  arise.  But  where  an  opposite  deci- 
sion is  come  to,  he  who  complains  of  it  is  the  party  to 
bring  up  the  case.  The  appellant  ought  to  have  done 
w>  in  the  present  instance,  but  he  is  out  of  time.     The 

(    a)   Sm  Rex  t.  The  JusHces  qfSustese,  1  3/.  j-  S,  631.  734. 

proper 
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proper  course  will  be,  to  discharge  all  the  rules;  tlie 
case  will  then  stand  as  if  there  had  been  no  appeal. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
party  who  originally  removed  the  proceedings  has  no- 
thing to  do  with  removing  them  now.  They  have 
changed  sides. 

Pattesok  J.  I  do  not  acknowledge  the  distinction 
between  restating  and  rehearing.  How  is  it  possible  for 
the  sessions  to  restate  the  case  without  hearing  it  again? 
The  bench  may  not  consist  of  the  same  persons.  If  tiie 
certiorari  were  considered  as  operating  upon  the  last 
order  of  sessions,  there  would  be  this  absurdity,  that  the 
party  who  sued  it  out  would  be  liable,  under  his  recog- 
nizance^ to  pay  costs  unless  he  got  a  judgment  set  aside 
which  was  in  his  own  favour. 

WiLUAMs  J.  concurred. 

The  Court  made  the  rule  absolute  for  discharging  the 
recognizances,  but,  with  this  exception,  discharged  all 
the  rules. 


The  KiMA 

a^amU 
Blozam. 
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1834. 


Thursday, 
May  8th. 


The  King  against  The  Archbishop  of  York, 
Wright,  Bowerbank,  and  Unwin. 


TN  a  quare  impedit  commenced  in  this  Court  (a),  by 
the  Attorney-General,  in  the  name  of  bb  Majesty, 
the  issue  was  made  up  and  notice  of  trial  given  for  the 
NoUingham  Summer  assizes,  1833,  at  which  assizes  the 
record  was  withdrawn.  The  plaintiff  afterwards  took 
out  a  summons  FoV  amending  the  issue,  and  Littledale  J. 
after  hearing  both  parties  upon  such  summons,  made  an 
order  [Fehmary  17th,  1834,)  that  the  plaintiff  should 
have  leave  to  amend,  by  adding  certain  counts  to  the 
declaration,  and  that  the  defendants  should  have  until 
the  tenth  day  of  Easter  term  to  plead  de  novo,  if  they 
should  be  so  advised.  The  order  was  silent  as  to  costs.  • 
In  Easter  term  {April  23rd),  the  defendants  served  a 
summons  for  time  to  plead,  which  they  obtained ;  and 
on  the  25th,  they  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
order  of  Littledale  J.  should  not  be  set  aside. 

The  original  declaration  (of  Hilary  term  1833,  deli- 
vered in  May  of  that  year)  contained  only  one  count, 
stating  the  right  of  presentation  to  have  vested  in  the 
crown,  by  reason  of  a  simoniacal  contract,  the  parties 
to  which  were,  Wright^  the  owner  of  the  advowson, 
Bcncerbankf  who  at  the  time  was  entided  to  the  next 
presentation,  and  Joseph  EoUing    Unwin,   clerk.     The 


(a)  The  King  may  bring  quir«  impedit  in  what  court  h«  will. 
N.  J3,  32.  (E.)     Plowd,  244. 


Fi'«. 


alleged 
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alleged  contract   was,    that  B&werbank  should  present        I8S4. 

Unvrifij  and  }Vrigkt  and  Bawerbank  should  cauee  him  to 

be  instituted  and  inducted,  and  that  Umoin,  in  con*        ogumu 

The 

-siderakioD  thereof,  should  grant  ff  right  a  lease  of  lands,    Arcfabiahopof 

parcel  of  the  rectory,  at  a  rent  below  the  annual  value ; 

and  such  contract  was  stated  to  have  been  carried  into 

execution.      The  additional  counts  were  four:    First, 

stating  the  contract  to  have  been  between  Bowerbank 

and  Unwin  only,  but  with  the  privity  of  Wright.  Second, 

merely  stating  the  contract  to  have  been  between  Bower- 

bank  and  Unwin.     Third,  stating  the  simony  to  consist 

in   Unwin  a;;reeing  to  take  100/*  per  annum  only,  from 

■Bowerbankf  for  the  profits  of  the  benefice.  Fourth,  stating 

that  Bowerbank  took  a  resignation  bond  from  Unwin  (a). 

The  grounds  of  the  present  application  were,  that  the 

Judge's  order,  in  effect,  enabled  the  crown  to  declare 

for  new  causes  of  action,  when  it  was  too  late  to  do  so; 

and  that,  at  all  events,  the  learned  judge  ought  to  have 

given   the   defendants  the  costs  of  preparing  for  trial 

at  the  assizes. 

Hill  now  shewed  cause.     The  objections  should  have  ^ 

been  taken  on  the  summons.  The  defendants  cannot 
apply  now  to  set  aside  an  order,  under  which  they 
have  themselves  taken  an  indulgence.  The  crown  may 
amend  at  any  time :  The  Attoiney-General  v.  Hen* 
der$on  (6).  Supposing  that  the  additional  counts  were 
upon  new  causes  of  action,  the  King  is  not  bound  by 
the  statute  of  Westminster  the  second  (13  Ed,  l.st.l.  c.S* 
5.  2,%  which  limits  the  time  for  bringing  quare  impedit 

(<i)  See  note  {d}  at  Uie  end  of  ihe  caie.  (6;  3  Amir,  714. 

D  d  4  to 
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1834.  to  six  months  (a).  Bat  the  causes  of  acUon  are  not 
different;  they  only  vary  the  mode  of  stating  one  and 
agtdnii  the  same  cause.  As  to  the  costs  of  withdrawing  the 
Arcbbiihop  ^  record,  the  Court  cannot  order  the  King  to  pay  costs. 
And  if  this  were  otherwise,  there  was  no  ground  for 
requiring  them,  since  the  crown  was  not  applying  for 
an  indulgence,  but  exercising  a  prerogative. 

JVhiiey  contra.  In  the  Aitomey-General  v.  Hender" 
son  (i),  the  crown  paid  costs,  even  on  moving  to  amend 
a  revenue  information  in  the  Exchequer.  The  crown 
here  ought  not  to  have  been  allowed  to  make  the  amend- 
ments, for  the  new  counts  introduce  new  causes  of 
action.  The  first  additional  count  states  a  contract 
between  Bawerbank  and  Unwirij  with  the  priviQr  of 
Wright,  and  for  his  benefit.  If  that  is  not  an  agree- 
ment with  Wright  (which  may  be  a  question,  and  in 
which  case  the  count  does  not  differ  from  the  preceding 
one),  it  is  an  agreement  between  different  parties  from 
those  mentioned  in  the  former  count,  and  therefore  a 
distinct  contract,  and  a  separate  cause  of  action.  The 
«  parties  mentioned  in  the  subsequent  counts   are  also 

different  from  those  in  the  first  iPalteson  J.  No 
doubt  they  state  different  contracts,  but  that  does  not 
make  the  cause  of  action  different.  The  cause  of  action 
is  the  recovery  of  the  presentation.  Only  one  thing  can 
be  recovered.]  But  the  ground  assigned  is  different. 
IPatteson  J.  It  is  only  a  different  mode  of  laying  the 
same  ground  of  action,  namely  the  right  of  presentation 

(a)  The  ttetute  does  not  bind  the  King,  Bro.  Abr.  Quart  TmpedU, 
pi.  39.  Ptowd,  244.  Nor  any  other  persoD,  in  the  case  of  umonT, 
Winehcombe  t.  PuUeston,  Noy'M  Ifep.  95,  S,  C.  Hoh.  167.,  ed*  1671. 
See  Fm.  Abr,  FretenitUUn  Y.  c. 

(6)  SAnttr.Tli. 

by 


You. 
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by  reason  of  a  simoniacal  contract,  which  contract  is        18S4. 
difierently  described  in  the  difierent  counts*]    This  is  a  ' 

penal  proceeding,  and  in  Wright  v«  Jger  (a),  the  Court        agnimt 

The 

of  Common  Pleas  would  not  allow  new  counts  to  be   Archbubop  of 
added  in  a  penal  action,  after  the  second  term.     [Po/- 
iesonJ.    The  attempt  there  was  to  add  counts  on  a 
different  statute,  and  for  a  different  penalty.] 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  This  was  an  application  to  a 
judge  at  chambers  for  an  indulgence  and  an  exercise  of 
his  discretion.  The  Court  has  hardly  authority  to 
interfere,  at  leaat  it  could  not  do  so  with  propriety.  I 
must,  however,  add,  that  I  think  the  learned  judge  did 
rightly  in  allowing  the  amendment,  and  that  he  could 
not  impose  the  condition  of  costs  being  paid  by  the 
crown  in  respect  of  the  bygone  transaction.  The  rule 
will  be  discharged. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  coucurrcd. 

Patteson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  I  must 
protest  against  the  doctrine  being  received,  that,  wherever 
a  judge  has  exercised  his  discretion  upon  a  matter 
brought  before  him  at  chambers,  his  decision  may  be 
reviewed  by  the  court  on  motion.  If  this  were  allowed, 
every  order  made  at  chambers  might  be  brought  before 
the  Court. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Tlhe  Court  discharged  the  rule,  but  allowed  the  costs 
of  amendment  as  of  course  (&)• 

(a)  5  3,  Moore,  S30. 

(i)  The  original  declaration  and  additional  counts  in  tbe  aboTe  case 
were  as  follows  :^-(See  the  references  to  precedents,  in  10  ITirUw.,  Index 
tm  tbe  title  Quare  In^ftdii,  pp.  xiii.,  zif.) 

**  Not-. 
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•1  SSi.  '*  IfaOmgl^nUkift,  to  wh.     JEdward  AfdMthnp  of  Ym*,  Jbto  Wrigki, 

-  tlM  Rer.  fTUGam  B(nverbank,  and  the  ReT.  J9ieph  Raiting  Unvrin,  were 

'The  King       summooed  to  answer  to  our  Lord  the  now  King  in  a  plea,  that  they 

agmmi         permit  him  to  present  a  iit  penon  to  the  chureh  of  the  reetorjr  of  Langar 
Tike 
Aichbiabop  of   ^  ^  county  of  N^Uingkamj  which  as  void,  and  in  fab  gift*  &c.     And 

YoftK.  whereupon  the  said  Lord  the  King,  by  Sir  William  Home  Knt,  Attorney- 

General  of  the  said  Lord  the  King,  who  for  our  said  Lord  the  King 
proaecutet  in  this  behalf,  aays,*' — (The  declarttUon  than  proceeded  to  aiata 
that  the  Lord  Viscount  JETotM*  now  deceased,  being  seised  in  fee  of  the 
advowson,  presented  Edward  Gregory  his  derk,  who  on  such  presentation 
was  admitted,  &c.  That  Lord  Howe's  interest  in  the  advowson  came  by 
Bsflignroent  to  the  said  John  Wright,  who  thereby  bceame  aeiaed  of  the 
advowson  in  fee :  and  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  &c.  a  part  of  the  estate,  &c. 
of  Wright  in  the  advowson,  to  wit,  the  right  to  the  then  next  presentation, 
came  by  grant  to,  and  vested  in,  the  said  WUHam  Bowerbank ;  and  that 
the  church  afterwards  became  vacant  by  the  death  of  Edward  Ortgmy, 
The  declaration  then  went  on  as  follows :  — )  *<  And  the  said  Attorney- 
General  further  saith,  that  the  said  church  of  the  rectory  of  X.  was  and  is 
a  benefice  with  the  cure  of  souls'*  (in  the  ^ird  additional  count  it  w«s 
staled  to  be  of  large  yearly  value,  to  wit,  of  the  yearly  value  of  600/.) ; 
''  and  after  the  death  of  the  said  E.  G,,  and  after  the  said  church  so  became 
vacant,  and  whikt  the  same  continued  so  vacant  as  aforesaid,  and  whilst 
the  said  John  Wright  and  William  Bowerbank  were  so  interested  in  the  aaid 
advowson  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  {December  19th,  1824),  it  then  and 
there  belonging  to  the  said  William  Bowerbank  to  present  a  fit  person  to 
the  said  church,  to  wit,  at,  &c.,  a  certain  corrupt,  simoniacal,  and  unlawful 
contract  and  agreement  was  made  by  and  between  the  said  John  Wrif^t, 
and  the  said  WUliam  Bowerbank,  and  the  said  Joseph  Molting  Unwint 
contrary  to  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  that  is  to  say,  that 
for  and  in  consideration  of  the  said  J.  R.  IT.  then  and  there  corruptly, 
simoniacally,  and  unlawfully  bargaining  and  agreeing  with  the  said  J.  W. 
•and  W,  B.n  that  the  said  J.  R,  U.  should  grant  and  execute  a  certain 
corrupt,  simoniacal,  and  unlawful  lease  to  the  said  J*.  W.,  to  wit,  a  lease 
as  herein-4kfter  mentioned,  the  said  W,  B.  should  present,  and  that  the 
said  J.  W,  and  W,  B.  should  cause  and  procure  the  said  J*  J2«  (7.  to  be 
instituted  and  inducted  into  the  said  church ;  and  that  forthwith  after  such 
presentaUon,  institution,  and  induction,  he  the  said  J,  R.  U^  should  and 
would,  in  consideration  of  such  presentation,  and  of  having  been  so  caused 
and  procured  to  be  instituted  and  inducted  as  aforesaid,  make  and  execute, 
•ad  seal  and  deliver  to  the  aaid  J,  W,  as  his  act  and  deed,  a  lease  for  a 
certain  term,  to  wit,  for  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  in  case  the  said 
J.  R,  Un  should  so  long  live  and  continue  rector  of  the  said  rectory,  of 
divers,  to  wit,  3S4  acres  of  the  lands,  parts  and  parcels  of  the  said  rectory, 
at  a  much  less  rent  than  the  same  were  then  and  there  reasonably  worth, 
to  wit,  at  the  annual  rent  of  170^,  when  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  same 
were  tlien  and  there  reasonably  worth  a  much  greater  and  larger  annual 

r«»nt. 
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^rast^towily  tiicamiiiditntof600^«oootni7tolhe  ■tetuteinMcfaciBaey  18S4* 

•Ac     And  tfainupon  aAerwrnnb,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  ywr  last  afiMe-         _ 

.aaid,  at»  Ae.  the  laid  J.  B»  17.  was  preMnted  to  tbe  said  church  by  the  -j^  Kino 
.aaid  fT.  M,,  and  ha  waa  than  and  thara  inatitttted  and  induatad  into  the  egnmu 

The 

•aid  church  aa  rector  thereof,  in  punuance  of,  and  upon  and  in  furtherance     .    .  A"!°       ^ 
oft  the  wid  corrupt,  aimoniacal,  and  unlawful  terms  aforesaid,  and  contrary  YoaK. 

to  the  laid  atatuta.  And  tbereopon  the  said  J.  /L  27.,  in  further  pur- 
•oanae  of  and  in  lufthcmce  of  the  aaid  corrupt,  eioaoniacal,  and  unlawful 
.ceniract  and  agreement,  afterwarda,  to  wit,  oa,  &c.  (Ft^ruary  ISth, 
1685),  at,  &c.  did  make,  and  execute,  and  aea),  and  aa  hia  act  and  deed 

•  deliver  to  the  aaid  J.  IT.  aurh  corrupt,  aimoniacal,  and  unlawful  leaae 
.aa  afowaaid  for  the  aaid  term,  and  of  the  said  lands,  paru  and  parcels  of 

tbe  aaid  ractory,  and  at  and  for  the  said  email  and  unreaaonable  rent  aa 

aforeaaid,  that  is  to  aay,  a  leaae  thereof  from  tbe  aaid  /.  R,  (7.  to  the  aaid 
v.  IT.,  to  hold  tbe  aame  to  the  aaid  /,  }K.  aa  from  the  llth  daj  of  OoMer 

then  last  past,  for  and  during  and  unto  the  full  end  and  term  of  ninety- 
.nine  years  tbeoce  next  ensuing,  and  fully  to  be  complete  and  ended,  in 

ease  the  said  /.  JL  U*  should  so  long  live  and  conttnue  rectior  of  ihe  aaid 
.  raetory  of  Laan^etrj  at  an<^  under  the  aaid  email  and  nnwiaaonabW  rent,  to 

wit,  the  yearly  rent  of  170/.,  contrary  to  the  aaid  atatute,  and  the  aaid 
./.  W.   then  and  there  accepted  and  received  the  aame  from  the  aaid 

J»  12.  27.  upon  and  in  pursuance  of  the  aaid  corrupt,  aimoniacal,  and 

unbwftti  contract  and  agreement  aa  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the  aaid  atatute, 
.and  whereupon  and  whereby  the  aaid  last-oientioned  presentation,  inttitu- 

tsea  and  induotaon  then  and  there  became,  and  were  and  are  respectively 

•  whoUj  void,  and  whereby  tbe  said  cboroh  waa  and  continued  so  vacant  aa 

•  aforesaid.  And  the  said  Attorney- General  further  aaith,  that  the  aaid 
chuieh  having  become  ao  vacant  by  tbe  death  of  tbe  aaid  Edmtwd  Girgety 
as  afareaaid,  and  by  reaaon  of  the  said  aeveral  premiaea,  it  thereupon  did 

,tiien  bdoog  to  our  aaid  late  Sovereign  Lard  Gmrgt  the  Fourth»  and  now 
belonga  to  our  Lord  tbe  now  King,  to  preient  a  fit  peraon  to  tbe  aaid 
ehureb  ao  void ;  but  that  tlie  aaid  archbiabop,  and  the  aaid  /.  IT.,  and 
W*  B,^  and  J.  JR.  17.  nnjuatly  hinder  the  aaid  Lord  the  now  King  from 
prr stalling  a  fit  peraon  to  the  aaid  church. 

The  second  (and  firat  addiuonal)  count  stated,  that  *'  a  certain  corrupt, 
ahaeniacal,  and  unlawful  contract  and  agreement  waa  made  by  and 
'  between  the  aaid  W,  £owerbank  and  the  aaid  /.  R.  Unwm,  [wi$h  tke 
primfy*  cmaenit  «nd  appnbatwn  fjf  the  taid  John  Wrighi]  that  the  aaid 
IT.  M*  ahould  preaeot  the  aaid  J.  JU  V,  to  the  aaid  church  ao  being  vacant 
aa  afiareaaid,  and  canae  and  prooure  him  to  be  inatituted  and  indoeted 
.into  the  aame  church,  and  that  in  consideration  thereof  the  eaid  J.  R»  U. 
should  nuke  and  execute,  and  acal  and  dtliver  to  the  said  J,  W.  as  his 
act  and  deed  a  lease,*'  he.  The  reat  of  the  count  did  not  materially  differ 
iTom  the  first* 

The  third  count  was  similar  to  the  second,  only  omitting  the  worda 
bMween  brackets. 

The 
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1  SSi*  The  fourth  count  began  like  the  preceding  ones,  and,  after  an  averment 

■  that  the  said  church  of  the  rectory  of  L.  was  and  is  a  rectory  with  the 

The  Knro       cure  of  souls,  of  a  large  yearly  ndue,  to  wit,  &c.  went  on  to  state  a  con- 

"^Sy*  tract  between  3(nverbank  and  Unwifh  that  Bowerbank  should  present  CTniotR, 

Arebbiftbop  of    ^^  "  '^^^  cause  and  procure  him  to  be  instituted  and  inducted  into  the  same 

Yoax .  church,  and  that  the  said  J,  R.  U»  should  take,  have,  and  recaTe  to  bis  own 

use  a  part  only  of  the  yearly  profits  of  the  said  benefice,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
lOOJL  a  year,  part  thereof,  and  that  the  said  W,  3.,  in  consideration  of 
his  presenting  the  said  J.  M.  U.  to  the  said  church  so  being  Tacant  as  afore- 
said, and  causing  and  procuring  him  to  be  instituted  and  inducted  into 
the  same  church,  should  take,  have,  and  receive  to  bis  own  use  the  residve 
of  the  profits  of  the  said  benefice,  contrary  to  the  statute  in  such  case,"  &c. 
And  after  stating  the  presentation,  institution  and  induction,  in  pursuance 
of  the  contract,  it  went  on  to  allege  that  CTnwm,  in  ftirther  pursuance,  &c. 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  "  and  from  thence  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to 
wit,  for  the  space  of  four  years  then  next  following,  did  take,  hare^  and 
receive  to  his  own  use  a  part  only  of  the  yearly  profits  of  the  said  benefice, 
to  wit,  the  sum  of  lOOA  a  year,  part  thereof;  and  the  said  fV.  B.,  in 
further  pursuance,  &c.,  did,  during  all  the  tinje  last  aforesaid,  take,  have, 
and  receive  to  his  own  use  the  residue  of  the  profits  of  the  said  benefice, 
amounting  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of,  &c.  to  wit,  at,  &c. 
contrary  to  the  said  statute.'*  Whereupon  and  whereby  the  presentation, 
&C.  became  void,  &c.     Conclusion  as  before. 

The  fifth  count  stated  the  contract  to  be  between  Bowerbank  and  Unwin, 
that  Bowerbank  should  present,  &c.  (as  before),  and  that  in  considciatioa 
thereof,  Unwin  "  ahould  make  and  seal,  and  as  his  act  and  deed  deliver 
to  the  said  JK,  Bm  a  certain  writing  obligatory  in  a  large  penal  sum,  to 
wit,  the  penal  sum  of  50001,  of  lawful  money,  &c.,  conditioned  (amongst 
other  things)  for  bis  the  said  J.  R,  CT.'s  resigning  the  said  benefice  widiin 
six  months  after  notice  in  writing  for  that  purpose  from  the  said  IT.  27., 
contrary  to  the  statute  in  such  case,"  &c.  It  then  alleged  the  presentation, 
institution,  and  induction,  in  pursuance  of  the  last-mentioned  contract; 
and  that  /.  R.  CT.,  in  further  pursuance  of  the  same,  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on,  &c.  <*  did  make  and  seal,  and  as  his  act  and  deed  deliver  to  the  said 
IT.  B.  a  certain  writing  obligatory  in  a  large  penal  sum,  to  wit,  the  penal 
tum  of  3000L  of  like  lawful  money,  conditioned  (amongst  other  thiqgs)  for 
his  the  said  /.  R.  tT.'s  resigning  the  said  benefice  as  aforesaid;  and  the 
said  IT.  B.  then  and  there  accepted  and  received  the  said  writing  obliga- 
tory of  and  from  the  said  /.  R,  U.,  upon  and  in  further  pursuance  of  the 
said  last-mentioned  corrupt,  simoniacal,  and  unbwful  contract  and 
agreement,  contrary  to  the  said  statute ;  whereupon  and  v^iereby,"  te. 
The  reit  of  the  count  was  like  the  preceding. 

The  declaration  concluded :  — "  Whereupon  the  said  Attorney- General 
saith  that  the  said  Lord  the  King  is  prejudiced,  and  hath  sustained 
damage  to  the  amount  of  1000/.,  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify.** 

The 
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Tb(B  picas,  pleaded  before  the  adding  of  the  new  counts,  were, —  a  1884. 

duclaimer  by  the  Archbishop ;  pleaa  by  tfright  and  Bowerbank,  traversing  

the  sixnoniacal  contract  between  Wright,  JBowerbank,  and  Unwini  plea.  The  Kimq 


by  UnmHf  the  same,  with  a  protestando  (but  see,  now,  the  Firti  General         •g^anU 
Bytes cf  Pleading,  UU.  T.  4  r.  4.  No.  12.  5  A  4- ^d.  ▼.)»  "  to  sereral    Arcbbiabopof 
of  the  other  matters  alleged  in  the  first  count.  YoaK. 

Subsequently  to  the  decision  above  reported,  Mr.  Unwin  vacated  the 
living,  and  the  came  was  never  tried. 


The  Right  Honourable  George  Lord  Viscount 
MiDDLETON,  Sir  George  Shiffner,  Baronet, 
and  Inigo  Thomas,  Esquire,  against  William 
Lambert. 


l^EBT  for  the  several  sums  oF  Sd.  and  3<f.,  for  tolls  al-  Under  charters, 

leged  to  be  due  from  the  defendant  for  the  passing  dean  and  diap- 

of  carts  laden  with  ale  or  beer,  and   drawn  by  two  Mdall^eir*^ 

horses,  on  the  31st  of  May  1880,  and  the  2Sd  of  Jme  ^l"  rf'lUn^ 

1830 ;  and  also  the  full  sum  of  4rf.  for  the  toll  for  the  P^^*'  f  •", 
'  ininage,  &c.  in 

passaire  of  certain  sheep  on  the  said  2Sd  of  June.    Plea,  dtyandbo- 

^         ^  ^  '   rough,  fair,  and 

the  general  issue.     On  the  trial  at  York^  at  the  Spring  market,  in  the 

pasiage  of 
assizes   1832,   before  Alderson  J.,  a  verdict  was  found  bridges,  and  aU 

for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  sum  of  6c^.,  the  amount  of  the  in aU pUco^ 

toll  for  the  passage  of  the  carts,  and  for  the  defendant  E^l^^^ijtm 

as  to  the  other  tolls,  with  leave  for  the  defendant  to  {2d^J|JS„5Ll 

enter  a  verdict  cenerally,  and  for  the  plaintiffs  to  in-  j"  **>«  charten 
^  J^  *  IS  exempt  from 

crease  the  verdict  by  the  toll  for  the  sheep,  subject  to  mwket  toll  and 

^  .  tolltrawie, 

the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case :  —       not  only  for     . 

article!  going 

The  plaintiffs  derived   title  from  the  crown  to  the  to  or  coming 

lirom  the  Uods 
for  the  neces- 
Mry  manuraoce  and  enjoynent  of  them,  but  also  for  good;  atnt  out  or  coming  in  for  the 
purpose  of  merchandise. 

Quaere,  whether,  in  the  latter  case,  the  ez.mption  could  have  been  claimed  by  ecclcsi« 
astical  persons 

Quare,  also,  whether  the  excmptioa  from  toll  claimable  at  common  law  by  ecdesiaatJcal 
penons  and  tenants  in  ancient  demesne*  extends  to  goods  bought  and  sold,  or  camoa,  lur 
tho  mere  purpose  of  uade. 

following 
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18S4.        following  tolls  at  Barougkbridge,  payable  as  tolls  tra- 
verse,  viz.  3d.  for  every  loaded  cart,  and  Sd.  for  every 

Lord 

MiDDLKTow     score  of  sheep.     They  proved,  as  in  the  case  of  Pelham  * 

agirinsi 

»T.  V.  PickersgiU  {a)  (in  which  the  right  to  the  toll  in  ques- 
tion was  argued  and  established),  that  the  manor  of 
Boroughbridge  vfBs  parcel  of  the  possessions  of  the  crown 
at  the  Conquest,  and  continued  to  be  parcel  of  the  pos- 
sessions of  the  crown  of  England  and  of  the  duchy  of 
Lancaster  respectively,  to  the  reign  of  King  Charles  the 
First,  who  severed  the  manor  from  the  tolls,  which  had 
been  annexed  to  the  duchy  of  Lancaster^  under  which 
>  the  plaintiffs  now  claimed  as  lessees. 

The  defendant  did  not  deny  the  general  right  of  the 
plaintifl&  to  take  the  tolls  above  mentioned,  but  claimed 
a  special  exemption  under  several  grants  and  confirm- ' 
ations  from  the  crown,  and  in  support  of  such  claim  he 
gave  in  evidence  various  charters;  and  first  a  charter 
of  83  Edw.  l.(i),  inspecting  and  confirming  a  charter 
of  Henry  S.,  inspecting  and  confirming  a  charter  of 
Henry  1.,  which  last  charter  (as  recited)  contains  the 
following  amongst  other  clauses. 

<'  Henricus  Rex  Anglian  archiepiscopis,  episcopis, 
abbatibus,  consulibus,  proceribus,  et  universis  fidelibus 
suis  Francis  et  Anglis  totius  Anglian  salutem.  Pos- 
sessiones  et  dignitates  et  libertatis  consuetudines  quas 
habuit  Eboraci  Ecclesia,  concedo,  et  regia  auctoritate 
prassenti  carta  confirmo,  sicut  hie  subscriptae  sunt. 
Sub  regibus  antiquis  et  archiepiscopis,  et,  quod  plerique 
meminisse  possunt,  Edwardo  rege  et  Aldredo  archie- 
piscopo,  fuit  Ecclesias  Sancti  Petri  consuetudo  egregias 

(a)  )  r.  R,  660. 
•     (6)  The  copy  used  by  the  plaintiffs  purported  to  l>e  taken  from  tho  ori- 
ginal record  of  Chancery  prescrred  in  the  Tower. 

libertatis.'' 


agnuui 
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libertalis."(fl)  — "Canonici  S^  Ptlri  in   Hird  (i)  id        18S4, 

est    doniestica    vel    intrinseca    familia    appellabantur 

Terra  Canonicorum  propria  M ensa  S^.  Petri  (c)     De-     MiDOLnoir 

nique  si  quid  in  ecclesia,  vel  in  cimiterio,  vel  in  do- 

mibua  canonicorum,  vel  in  terris  eorum,  injuste  agerent 

aot  ipsi  canonici  adversus  se  invicetn,   aut  adversiis 

alios,   vel  idii  adversus  canonicqs,  vel  adversiis  alios, 

forisfactura  nulla  archiepiscopo  sed  tota  canontcis  judi« 

cabatur.     Archtepiscopus  autem  in  rebas  canonicorum 

hoc  tautum  juris  babebat,  quod,  defoncto  canonteo,  ipse 

aliis  prselationes,  et  praebendas  praebeat;  nee  tamen 

sine  consilio  et  assensu  decani  et  capituli«     Si  vero 

arcbiepiscopus  adversiis  apostolicum  vel   regem  oom- 

mittere^  ad  quod  redimendum   vel  pacificandum  p^ 

coniA  opus  esset,  nihil  tamen  canonici  archiepiscopo^ 

prsiter  suam  voluntatem,  darent;  et  pecunia  canoni- 

comm  et  hominum  eoruni  pro  commisso,  vel  debito 

arcfaiepiscopi,  nee  etiam  in  namium  caperetur.     Habe- 

(a)  The  charter  proceeds  as  follows: — <<  Si  quis  enim  quemlibety 
cujuscunque  facinoris  aut  flagitii  reum  et  coDTictum  infra  atrium  eo- 
clesiae  caperet  et  retineret,  universal!  judido  sex  centum  emendebat.  Si 
▼ero  infra  ecclesiam,  duodecem  hundreth ;  infra  Ebaracum,  octodecem. 
Poenitentia  quoque  de  singulis,  sicut  de  sacrilegiis  injuncta,  in  hundreth 
octo  librae  continetur.  Quod  si  aliqui^  vesano  spiritus  agitatu,  dia- 
bolioo  ausu  quemquam  capere  praesumeret  in  cathedri  lapidei  juzta 
altare,  quam  Anglici  vocant  Fridstoll,  id  est  cathedra  quietudinis  ral 
pads,  bujus  tarn  flagitiosi  sacrilegii  emendatio  sub  nullo  judido  erat,  sub 
nullo  pecunisB  numerO  claudebatur ;  sed  apud  jin^los,  Boteles,  boc  est» 
sine  eraenda,  vocabatur.  He  emends  nihil  ad  archiepiscopum,  sed  ad 
canonicoa  pertinebant.  Canonid  SancU  Petri,**  &&  (as  above.  The 
next  three  lines  are  printed  without  punctuation,  exactly  as  they  appear  in 
the  plaiotiffs'  copy.)  The  whole  is  set  out,  (but  with  some  slight  varia^ 
tions),  in  J)ugdaie*9  Mooasticoo,  vol.  vi.  p.  ]  180»  (ed.  1828.  by  CaUy, 
ElUs,  and  Bandind),  from  a  register  in  the  possession  of  the  dean  and 
chapter  of  York, 

(6)  See  Spelman*a  Glosssuy,  Sd  ed.  in  voc  Hird. 

(c)  As  to  land  ''  mensae  unita,"  see  the  judgment  of  Sir  IT.  SeoU,  ia 
Tkg  Duke  nf  Poriland  v*  Bingham,  1  H^gg'  Constit.  Rep,  161. 

bant 
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bant  canonici  in  domibus,  et  in  terris  suis^  soccanii  et 
saccam,  tol|  et  theam,  intol  et  uttol,  et  infangentheo^  et 
omnes  easdem  honoris  et  libertatis  consuetudines,  quas 
ipse  rex  in  terris  suis  habebat,  et  quas  arcbiepiscopus 
de  Domino  Deo  et  de  rege  tenebat:  hoc  etiam  ampliiis, 
quod  nemo  de  terr&  canonicorum  S.  Petri  wapentao- 
mot,  nee  tridingmot,  nee  schiresmot  sequebatur;  sed 
calumpnians  aut  calumpniatus,  ante  ostium  monas- 
terii  S.  Peiri  rectitudinem  et  recipiebat,  et  faciebat. 
Hoc  autem  k  religiosis  principibus,  et  bonis  antecesso- 
ribus,  sic  provisum  est,  quatenus  canonici  placitantes, 
pulsato  signo,  ad  horas  canonicas  cit6  possent  regredi; 
archiepiscopo  ver6  per  senescballos,  et  prsFectos,  et 
milites  suos,  fitciliiis  erat  praedicta  placita  sequi,  et 
tenere.  Si  ver6  aliquis  terram  aliquam  Sancto  Petro 
daret,  vel  venderet,  neo  postea  soccam  vel  saccam,  tol, 
aut  theam  in  illi  damabat ;  sed  easdem  consuetudines, 
quas  et  alia  terra  Sancti  Petrif  ista  habebat;  tantum 
amoris  et  reverentiae  antecessores  nostri  huic  sanctae 
principis  apostolorum  ecdesiae  deferebant."  (a) 

The  case  then  set  out  a  part  of  the  charter  of  Henry 

(a)  The  remaining  part  oF  the  charter  is  as  follows:  — "  Qyando 
autem  rex  congregabat  exercitum,  unus  homo  tantikm  praeparabatur,  de  toU 
terra  canonicorum,  cum  vexillo  Saneti  Peiri,  qui,  si  burgenses  in  exercitum 
irent,  dux  et  signifer  eos  prcrcederet ;  sine  burgensibus  vero  nee  ipse  iret. 
Hanc  etiam  consuetudinem  sive  dignitatem  habebant  canonici  Sancti 
Petri  ab  antecessoribus  regibus,  nominatim  quoque  k  rege  Edwardo,  oon- 
oessam,  et  confirmatam,  ut  nuUus  de  familii  regis,  vel  de  exerdtu  ejus,  in 
propriis  domibus  canonicorum,  nee  in  civitate,  nee  extra,  hospitetur. 
Ubicunque  fit  duellum  £6oract,  juramento  debent  fieri  super  tcxtum  Tel 
super  reliquias  ecclesic  Sancti  Petri  i  et  facto  duello,  victor  arma  vtcti  ad 
ecclesiam  S.  Petri  offerat,  gratias  agens  Deo  et  Sancto  Petro  pro  victoriL 
Si  canonici  vel  homines  eorum  clamorem  fecerint  in  pUcitis  regis,  clamor 
eorum  ante  omnem  causam  terminetur,  quantum  potest  terminari,  serratA 
ecdesiae  dignitate.  Testibus,  Archiepistopo  Ebcrac.  W,  Gifforfi  episcopo 
Wynton,  R.  Bhet,  episcspo  Lincoln*  R*  Ftamhard,  episcopo  Dunelm. 
jr.,  comxte  de  H^arennd.  R,  Baaet,  G,  Rideil.  S,  ^Uo  Sigulfi*  Apud 
ffynton," 

the 
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the  Third  (as  recited  in  that  of  Edward  the  First),  ISS^. 
which,  after  ratifying  and  confirming  the  grant  and 
confirmation  in  the  preceding  charters,  and  the  liberties  MiDMrroir 
therein  contained  and  used  by  the  said  church  down  LioosM^ 
to  that  time,  proceeds :  —  ^^  Et  ad  declarationem  qua- 
rundam  libertatum  in  eadem  carta  sub  quibusdam  gene- 
ralitatibus  contentarum,  et  concessionem  libertatum  ube- 
riorem,  concedimus  decano  et  capitulo  ejusdem  ecclesiee, 
et  hac  carti  nostrft  confirmamus  pro  nobis  et  haeredibus 
nostris,  quod  ipsi  decanus  et  capitulum  habeant  omnia 
amerciamenta  omnium  hominum  suorum  ad  ipsos  deca- 
num  et  capitulum  et  singulos  canonicos  pertinentium,  et 
6ne8  pro  eisdem  amerciamentis/'  —  *^  Volumus  etiam  et 
concedimus  pro  nobis  ethasredibus  nostris,  quod  iidem 
decanus  et  capitulDm  et  singuli  canonici  atque  eorum  sue- 
cessores  et  eorum  homines  universi  sint  quieti  in  civitate 
€t  burgo,  in  foris  et  nundinis,  in  transitu  pontium  et  maris 
portuum,  et  in  omnibus  locis  per  totam  Angliam^  Hiber" 
nianif  et  Waliiam^  et  omnes  terras  et  aquas  nostras,  de 
quolibet  theolonio,  tallagio,  passagio,  peda^o^  lastagio, 
stallagio,  hydagio,  wardagio,  operibus  et  auxiliis  castel- 
lorum,  murorum,  pontium  et  parcorum,  walliarum,  fos« 
satorum  et  vivarionim,  navigio,  domuum  regalium 
aedificatione,  et  omnimoda  operatione  et  custodia  cas- 
tromm,  et  de  omni  carreio  et  summagio,  nee  eorum 
carri,  carrectas  aut  equi  capiantur  ad  aliqua  carriagia 
fecienda,  et  quod  silvae  eorum  ad  praedicla  opera,  vel 
aliqua  alia,  nuilo  modo  capiantur*  Et  quod  sint  quieti 
de  omnibus  geldis,  danegeldis,  fengeld,  horngeld,  for- 
geld,  penygeld,  tethyngpeny,  hundredpeny,  miskening, 
chevagio,  cheminagio  et  herbagio,  et  de  vectigalibus  et 
tributis,  et  exercitu  et  equitatu,  et  de  omni  terreno  ser- 
VoL.  L  E  e  vitio 
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vitio  et  secular!  exactione,  salvo  servitio  unius  signiferi 
secundum  quod  continetur  in  prssscripta  carla  prsefati 
regis  Henna\  proavi  nostri."  (a)  The  charter  of  Ed' 
xvard  I.  confirmed  the  preceding  charter. 

The  defendant  next  proved  certain  proceedings  in 
quo  warranto,  before  the  justices  in  eyre,  in  the  third 
Edward  III.  By  those  proceedings  it  appeared  that 
the  dean  and  chapter  of  the  church  of  S^.  Peter,  York, 
were  summoned  to  answer  by  what  warrant  they  claimed 
certain  liberties.  The  defendants,  in  their  plea,  set  out 
various  clauses  of  the  aforesaid  charter  of  Hetny  III., 
with  confirmations  thereof;  and  further  set  out  a  clause 
contained  in  a  charter  of  10  Edward  II.  (which  they 
proffered  in  court),  and  which  clause  is  as  follows :  — 

"  Praeterea,  cum  in  carta  domini  Edwardi,  quondam 
regis  Anglia,  patris  domini  regis  nunc,  quam  proferunt. 


(a)  The  charter  Uien  went  on  in  Uie  following  words,  which  were  act 
out  in  the  case:  "  £t  similiter,  quod  in  perpetuum  sint  quieti  de  sectis 
Comitatuum,  Hundredonim,  Wapentagiorum,et  Trithtngorum,  et  de  mur- 
dro  et  latrocinio,  escapio  et  concelamento,  et  hamsokne»  gritfabrech,  blod- 
wyte,  fitwyte,  forstall,  leyrwite,  heogwyte  et  wardpeny»  et  bordhalpeny,  et 
de  omnibus  auxiliis  vicecomilum  et  ministrorum  suorum,  et  de  scutagiis 
et  assists,  et  recognitionlbus  inquisitionibus  et  summonitionibus,  nisi  pro 
liberute  et  negotiis  ecclesin  Eboraci.  £t  tunc  si  sit  placitum  inter  ho- 
mines pnedicts  ecclesise  et  canonicos,  vel  inter  canonicos  per  se  vel  inter 
homines  per  se  ex  utraque  parte,  omnes  de  assisa  sint  de  libertate p'ssdictn 
ecclesta,  vel  de  libertate  beats  Marie  £ix>raci»  si  ilil  non  sufficiant.  Si 
▼ero  inter  decanum  et  capitulum  vel  eorum  aliquem,  canonicos  singulos 
vcl  eorum  homines,  et  aliquem  qui  non  sit  de  libertate,  assisa  debeat 
arrainiari  et  capi,  medietas  assisae  sit  de  hominibus  libertatis  praedictae 
ecclesiae,  et  alia  medietas  de  forinsecis.  £t  quod  idem  decanus  et  capi- 
tulum habeane  curiam  suam  et  justitiam,  cum  socco  et  saccA,  tol  et 
theam,  et  infangenethef  et  utfangenethef,  flemensfirth,  ordel  et  orest,  infra 
tempos  et  extra,  cum  omnibus  aliis  immunitatibus,  libertatibus,  oonaue- 
tudinibus  et  quietantiis  suis.*' 

For  explanations,  or  nbtices,  of  the  more  unusual  words  in  the  above 
charters,  see  CovceWt  Inlerjtreter,  Speiman's  Glossary,  and  2  IJkkes's 
TheMLuruSt  p.  284. 

inter 
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inter  cetera  contiueatur  haec  videlicet  clausa  in  haec  1834. 
verba,  &c.  Ac  quidam  voluntarie  intentes  (a)  libertates 
et  quietantias  praedictas  indebite  pro  viribus  impugnare 
asserant,  et  malitios^  praetendant  libertates  et  quietantias 
illas^decano  et  capitulo  pro  se  et  nativis  suis  tantum- 
modo,  et  non  pro  libere  tenentibus  suis  concessas  fuisse, 
et  eas  ad  dictos  nativos  et  non  libere  tenentes  referri 
debere:  Idem  domious  rex  pater,  &c.,  volens  hujus- 
modi  ambiguitatem  amovere,  et  securitati  eorundem 
decani  et  capituli  ac  hominum  et  libere  tenendum 
suorum  in  bac  parte  providere,  concessit  et  declaravit 
pro  se  et  hsredibus  suis,  quod  libertates  et  quietantiae 
praedictae  tam  pro  libere  tenentibus  ipsorum  decani  et 
capituli  quam  pro  caeteris  hominibus  suis  intelligantur : 
Et  quod  iidem  decanus  et  capitulum  et  successores  sui 
praedicti  omnibus  et  singulis  libertatibus  et  quietantiis 
praedictis  tam  pro  libere  tenentibus  suis  tam  pro  casteris 
hominibus  suis  in  perpetuum  gaudeant  et  utantur,  sine 
occasione  vel  impedimento  ipsius  regis  vel  haeredum 
suorum,  jnsticiariorum,  escaetorum,  vicecomitum,  aut 
aliorum  ballivorum  sen  ministrorum  regis  quorum- 
cunque." 

The  record  of  the  above  proceedings,  after  setting 
out  the  plea,  proceeded :  —  ^*  Et  super  hoc  dominus  rex 
mandavit  justiciariis  suis  hie  breve  suum  sub  magno 
sigtllo  suo  in  hasc  verba.  EdwarduSj  dei  gratia.  Rex 
AngliiSf  dominus  Hibemia  et  dux  Aquitaniie^  justiciariis 
suis  itinerantibus  in  comitatu  Nottingham^  salutem. 
Cum  diversae  libertates  et  quietantias  per  cartas  proge- 
nitorum  nostrorum  quondam  regum  Angli(B  dilectis 
nobis  in  Christo^  Decano  et  capitulo  ecclesiae  beati  Petri 
Eboraci  sint  concessas,  et  nos  nuper  cartas  illas  per 
cartam  nostram  confirmavimus,  et  concessimus  eisdem 

(a)  Sic 

E  e  2  quod 
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1834.       quod  licet  ipsi  vel  eorum  praedecessores  iibertatibus  et 

quietantiis  praedictis  antea  plene  usi  non  fuerint,  iidem 

MiDOLRoir     tamen  decanus  et  cnpitulura  et  successores  sui  eisdem 

agamst 

Lambkbt.  Iibertatibus  et  quietantiis  extunc  gauderent  et  uterentur, 
prout  in  cartis  et  confirmatione  prsedictis  plenius  con- 
tinetur;  vobis  mandamus  quod  praedictos  decanum  et 
capitulum  ac  singulares  canonicos  ecclesiae  prsedictae 
Iibertatibus  et  quietantiis  hujusmodi  coram  vobis  in 
itinere  prsedicto  uti  et  gaudere  permittatis  et  eas  eis 
allocetis,  juxta  tenorem  cartarum  confirmationis  et 
concessioni$  praedictarum.  Teste  me  ipso  apud  Kenil^ 
'  ivorthf  vicesimo  die  NovembriSi  anno  regni  nostri  tertio. 

Et  petunt  quod  libertates  et  quietantiae  praedictae 
juxta  tenorem  mandati  domtni  regis  eis  allocentur.  Ita 
praedicti  decanus  et  capitulum  ad  praesens  eant  inde  sine 
dicy  salvo  jure  regis,  &c. 

The  above  several  charters  were  further  confirmed  by 
charters^  S8c7 R.2,;  and  the  right  to  the  tolls  was 
admitted  (for  the  purpose  of  this  cause  only)  to  have 
been  in  the  crown  till  after  the  date  of  the  last  charter. 
The  said  several  charters  were  accepted  by  the  dean 
and  chapter,  and  they  have  constantly  exercised  the 
jurisdiction  thereby  granted  to  them  within  the  liberty 
o(St.  Peter;  and  they  have  been  accustomed,  for  many 
years  back,  to  grant  to  the  tenants  of  the  liber^  what 
are  called  charters  of  exemption,  in  the  following 
form :  — 

Liberty  of  5/.  Peter  of  York. — Whereas  the  dean  and 
chapter  of  the  cathedral  and  metropolitical  church  of 
St.  Peter  of  York^  and  their  successors,  and  the  men 
and  tenants,  and  all  other  the  inhabitants  within  the 
liberty  of  the  said  dean  and  chapter,  by  custom  before 
the  reign  of  King  Edward  the  Confessor,  had  and 

enjoyed 
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enjoyed  several  remarkable  liberties  and  immnnities,  1834. 
and  were  acquitted  of  and  from  payment  of  all  and  all  ' 
manner  of  tolls,  tonnage,  pontage,  murage,  pedage,  Middlbtok 
smallage,  and  stallage  whatsoever,  in  all  fairs  and  Laubbrt. 
markets  within  the  realm  of  Englandf  Ireland^  and  the 
dominion  of  Walesa  which  the  charter  made  to  the  dean 
and  chapter  of  the  said  church  by  King  Henry  the  First 
ratifies  and  confirms,  and  the  same,  as  well  by  several 
other  charters  made  since  as  by  several  acts  of  parlia- 
ment, have  been  ratified  and  confirmed,  as  by  the  same 
charters  and  statutes  doth  fully  and  at  large  appear: 
Now  know  ye,  that  I  Henry  John  Dickens,  Esq., 
steward  of  and  to  the  said  dean  and  chapter,  do  by  the 
authority  incident  to  the  said  ojBBce  of  steward,  hereby 
certify  to  all  whom  it  may  concern,  that  the  bearer 
hereof,  William  iMmbert  of  Helperby,  common  brewer, 
is  an  inhabitant  within  the  liberty  of  the  said  dean  and 
chapter,  and  is  to  have  and  enjoy  the  benefit  of  all 
franchises  and  privileges  within  the  said  charters 
contained,  to  the  men  and  tenants  of  the  said  liberty 
appertaining,  and  is  to  be  toll  free  in  all  places  in 
England,  Ireland,  and  Wales.  In  testimony  of  which,  I 
have  hereunto  set  the  seal  of  the  said  office,  the  20th 
day  ofitfoy,  &c.   (6  G.  4.) 

The  defendant  had  one  of  these  charters  when  the 
toll  in  question  was  demanded.  He  had  resided  many 
years  at  Helperby  in  the  county  of  York,  in  which  place 
the  dean  and  chapter  had  various  possessions  at  the  time 
when  Domesday  Book  was  made  out  The  case  then 
set  out  the  passage  of  Domesday  Book  {a)  stating  the 
quantity  and  description  of  land  held  by  the  church  of 

(a)  See  fol.  303.  of  the  copy  puUiahcd  by  Uie  Record  Comroiaaon. 

£e  S  Si. 
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1834.        St.  Peter  in  Helperby.{a)     Helperby  is  a  manor  within 

"r~"       the  liberty  of  St.  Peter,  and  parcel  of  the  possessions  of 

MiDDiiTON     the  dean  and  chapter.     The  inhabitants  of  Helperly 

againti 

Lambxit.  attend  at  the  quarter  sessions  held  for  the  liberty  of 
St.  Peter,  to  serve  on  juries  there.  The  constable  at- 
tends there.  The  surveyors  of  highways  for  Helperly 
are  appointed,  and  public  houses  licensed  there.  All 
the  land  in  Helperby  is  copyhold  of  the  manor.  The 
defendant  is  lessee  for  twenty-one  years  of  the  manor 
under  the  dean  and  chapter ;  he  has  resided  for  several 
years  in  his  own  house,  which  is  built  on  copyhold  land 
held  of  the  manor,  and  he  occupies  from  ISO  to  150 
acres  of  land,  his  own  estate,  both  arable  and  pasture, 
within  and  held  as  copyhold  of  inheritance  of  the  said 
manor.  He  also  carried  on  very  considerable  business 
as  a  brewer  on  the  premises  so  occupied  by  him,  and 
during  such  his  occupation,  two  of  his  carts  laden  with 
ale  manufactured  by  him  as  a  common  brewer  for  sale, 
and  half  a  score  of  sheep,  being  a  part  of  his  farming 
stock,  passed  over  the  bridge  at  Boroughbridge,  for  which 
toll  was  demanded  as  usual,  but  which  he  refused  to 
pay.  The  sheep  were  in  charge  of  the  defendant's 
servant  going  to  the  f^ir  at  Boroughbridge.     The  cart 

fa)  It  was  objected  in  arguinent  for  the  plainttfis,  tliat  the  case  did  not 
kbew  the  lands  in  question  to  have  been  the  property  of  the  dean  and 
chapter  at  the  time  of  the  grant  of  Henry  the  First ;  that  Domesday  Book 
did  not  specify  the  particular  lands,  and  that  the  benefit  of  the  king's 
grant  could  not  be  extended  to  after-purchased  lands;  to  which  point  2  RolL 
Abr.  202.  Prerogative  te  7?oy.  (T.)  pi.  1.  was  cited.  But  it  was  answered 
that  even  if  the  description  in  Domesday  were  not  sufficiently  particular, 
the  clause  beginning  *<  Si  verb  aliquis,**  &c.  in  the  last-mentioned  charter, 
(ant^  page  404.)  extended  the  privilege  to  such  lands;  and  further,  thai 
the  objection  was  not  raised  at  the  trial,  when,  if  suggested,  it  could  have 
been  met.  No  notice  was  taken  of  the  point  in  the  jtidgmct.t  of  the 
Court. 

and 
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and  horses  were  also  driven  by  the  defendant's  servant        1834. 
and  by  his  orders;  one  of  the  carts  passed  over  the         .    . 
bridge  on  a  day  which  was  neither  a  fair  day  nor  a     Middibtok 

againti 

market  day.  Lambsrt. 

The  defendant  contended,  first,  that  the  charters  set 
out  exempted  his  and  his  servants'  cattle  and  carriages 
from  the  payment  of  any  toll  for  passing  over  the  bridge 
at  BoraugkbridgCj  and  that  it  was  immaterial  whether  the 
goods  conveyed  were  grown  upon  his  farm  or  not,  or 
whether  the  cattle  driven  over  the  bridge  constituted 
a  part  of  his  farming  stock  or  not;  and,  secondly,  that  at 
any  rate  the  sheep,  as  part  of  his  farming  stock,  were 
exempt. 

This  case  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  term,  1833.  (a) 

Starkie  for  the  plaintiffs. — The  exemption  is  not  made 
out ;  or  if  it  is,  it  does  not  extend  to  ale  manufactured 
by  a  common  brewer,  or  to  sheep  under  the  circumstances 
here  stated.  The  charters  must  be  construed  with  re- 
ference to  the  persons  to  whom,  and  the  exigencies  for 
which,  they  were  granted.  Charters  of  this  kind,  granted 
to  ecclesiastical  bodies,  exempt  them  from  toll,  so  far  as 
it  affects  the  use  to  be  made  of  their  lands  for  their  own 
immediate  purposes,  but  not  for  trade.  It  is  so  laid 
down  in  2  BoU.  Abr.  p.  202.  Prerogative  le  Roy  (T.)  pi.  2. 
<*  St  Roy  graunt  al  un  Abbot  qu'  il  et  homines  sui  sint 
quieti  ab  omni  theolonio  in  omni  foro,  et  in  omnibus 
nundinis,  et  in  omni  transitu  portuum,  viarum,  et  marium 
per  totum  regnum  nostrum  et  omnia  mercata  sua  el 
hominum  suorum,  &c.  TAbbot  et  ses  nomes  serront  sol- 
ment  quieti  a  praestatione  theolonii  in  venditionibus  et 

(a)  Before  Denman  C.  J.,  Tauniof^  and  PaUgson  Ji.    Nov.  19tb.' 

£  e  4  emp- 
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1834.        emptionibus  per  ipsos  factis  de  necessariis  suis  ut  in  victa 

...         vestitu  et  similibus :  Et  hoc  ad  opus  proprium  ipsorum 

HiMLnoK     Abbatis  et  hominum  suomin.  sed  si  praedictus  Abbas 

againU 

JLamkxbt.      aut  homines  sui  emptiones,  seu  venditiones  fecerint  ul 
mercatores  communes,  et  de  communibus  merchandisis 
et  ratione  merchandisarum  faciend.  debent  theoloniuJB 
liicutetcfieteri  mercatores  communes  non  obstante  charta 
prfledtcia."     The  monasteries,  like  other  bodies  and  in- 
dividuals, used  the  markets  and  great  fairs  for  the  pur- 
pose of  laying  in  provisions  for  their  own  use  and  to 
keep  hospitality,  and  to  these  purposes  their  exemption 
from  toll  is  referable.    In  Com.  D.  Ecclesiastical  persons^ 
(D.)  (vol.  iii.  p.  5670  '^^  is  said  that  such  persons  shall 
be  discharged  of  tolls,  &c«  for  their  ecclesiastical  goods, 
but  it  is  afterwards  added,  that  *<  toll,  &c«  may  be  taken 
of  them  if  they  merchandise ;  for  the  writ  says,  duni 
tnerckandizas  nan  exerceant  de  eiidemJ^    In  2  ItiU.  221. 
a  case  is  cited  of  The  Abbot  of  St.  EdxBord's  v.  Tke 
Bailiffs  of  Southampton  J  where  King  Henry  the  Third  had 
granted  to  the  abbot  of  L.  and  his  successors  ^^  quod 
ipsi  et  homines  sui  sint  quieti  ab  omni  theolonio  in  omni 
foro  et  in  omnibus  nundinis,  &c."  and  it  was  resolved 
that  the  abbot  should  have  the  privilege  by  force  of  this 
general  grant  in  this  manner ;  *^  quod  ipsi  et  homines 
sui  sint  quieti  a  praestatione  theolonii  in  venditionibus  et 
emptionibus  pro  suis  necessariis,  ut  in  victu,  vestitu,  et 
similibus,  et  hoc  ad  opus  proprium   ipsius  abbatis  et 
hominum  suorum."     Tenants  in  ancient  demesne  also 
pay  no  toll  for  things  arising  from  the  lands  holden  by 
that  tenure;  but  the  same  distinction  is  applied  to  them, 
and  for  a  like  reason,  2  Inst.  221(a):  and  an  ancient 
record  is  there  cited,  which  says,  '^  quod  hi  qui  clamant 

(a)  See  U:e  passage  cited  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  po&t,  420. 

esse 
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'  esse  immunes  de  theolonio  prsestando,  ut  tenentes  in       ISSi*. 
antiquo  dominico,  vel  per  chartas  regum,  non  debent       — 

Lord 

distringi  pro  aliquo  theolonio  pro  merchandizis  ad  usus     Middlbtok 

agaifut 

suos  proprios  emptis ;  imo  pro  merchandizis  qu'  emerint      Lambkrt. 

vel  vendiderint  ut  mercatores,  debent  solvere  pro  eis." 

In  Bro.  Abn  ToUy  pi.  1.  the  exemption  of  sach  tenants  is 

said  to  be  '*  pur  les  choses  provenants  de  mesmes  les 

tenements  pur  vendre  ou  achate  pur  lour  sustenance 

accordant  al  quantity  de  lour  tenements : "  and  9  H.  6. 

25.  is  cited,  (fl)     Filzherbert  says,  {F.  N.  B.  tit.  Writ  of 

being  quit  of  Hdl,  f.  228.  A.)  that  it  appears  that  such 

tenants   *'  shall  be  quit  of  toll   for  their  goods  and 

chattels  which  they  merchandise  with,  as  well  as  for 

their  other  goods ;  for  the  writ  is  general,  pro  bonis  et 

rebus  suis"    But  however  this  may  be  as  to  such  tenants, 

the  reason  does  not  apply  to  ecclesiastical  persons ;  for 

the  writ  set  but  by  Fitzherbert,  (f.  227.  F.)  in  the  case  of 

an  ecclesiastical  person,  contains  an  express  proviso  as 

to  the  goods  exempted,  **  so  that  he  do  not  exercise  any 

merchandise  with  the  same."     The  lands  in  question 

clearly  belonged  to  an  institution  in  its  nature  monastic, 

for  the  charter  of  Henry  I.  uses  these  words  of  the 

property  to  which  they  belong ;  *^  terra  canonicorum 

proprie    mensa    Sancti   Petri."     Such    an   institution 

would  not  carry  on  trade;  at  any  rate  not  that  of  a 

common  brewer  (b) ;  nor  can  their  privilege  from  toll 

be  extended  so  far  as  to  exempt  the  ale  of  such  a  trader. 

As  to  the  sheep,  it  does  not  appear  that  they  were  bred 

upon  the  lands ;   and  at  all  events,  when  once  removed 

for  sale,  they  were  like  any  other  merchandise. 

(a)  Page  25.  pi.  20.  See  also  Bro.  Abr.  Auncient  deme$ne,  pi.  22. 
(citing  19  fT.  6.  66,,)  where  a  quttre  is  put,  whether  the  tenanta  bhail  be 
free  from  toll  of  all  things  which  thry  sell  and  buy  ? 

(6)  See,  however,  St.  21  H.  8.  c.  13.  s.  82. 

CoUman 
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"        writ  of  being  quit  of  toll,  gives  the  forms  of  writ  appli- 

MiDDLCTOH     cable  to  two  classes  of  persons  who  were  exempt  at 


1834.  CoUman  contrk.     The  chapter  of  Fitzkerbertf  on  the 

Lofd 

IlDDLVTO: 

LAxiEaT.  common  law,  viz.  ecclesiastical  persons,  and  tenants  in 
ancient  demesne.  By  the  writ  relating  to  ecclesiastical 
persons,  and  Fitzherberfs  construction  of  it,  their  ex- 
emption appears  to  be  general.  Fitzherberty  after 
stating  that  exemption,  and  setting  out  the  writ,  adds, 
(f.  227.  F.) :  "  But  Herle  J.  said  that  these  words, 
dum  merchandisas  aliquaSj  &c.  were  of  no  effect, 
because,  by  his  opinion,  they  are  quit  of  all  things, 
although  they  do  merchandise :  but  now  the  statute  of 
H.  8.  (a)  is,  that  they  shall  not  merchandise."  As  to 
tenants  in  ancient  demesne,  he  states  it  to  be  a  question 
whether  they  are  exempt  from  toll  when  exercising 
merchandise,  but  adds,  as  his  own  opinion,  "  that  they 
shall  be  quit  of  toll  generally,  although  they  merchandise 
with  their  goods,"  f.  228.  E.  It  is  true  the  contrary 
has  been  held  as  to  tenants  in  ancient  demesne,  Ward 
and  Knighfs  case  (b) ;  and  in  the  case  of  the  Abbot  of 
Si.  Edward^s  (c),  and  2  Boll.  Abr.  p.  202.  Prerogative  le 
FUnfi  (T.)  pi.  2.,  it  seems  also  to  be  considered  that  the 
exemption  of  ecclesiastical  persons  does  not  extend  to 
general  merchandise.  But  those  authorities  apply  to 
dealings  in  a  fair  or  market,  not  to  toll  demanded 
for  passing  a  bridge.  By  the  charter  of  Henry  III. 
the  dean  and  chapter  and  their  men  are  to  be  "  quieti 
in  civitate  et  burgo,  in  foris  et  nundinis,  in  transitu 
pontium  et  maris  portuum  — de  quolibet  theolonio,  tal- 
lagio,  passagio,"  8&c.  and  afterwards,  ^'  de  cheminagio." 
Now  there  is  no  case  in  which  the  exemption  from  toll 
thorough  or  traverse  has  been  restricted  in  the  manner 

(a)  21  H,  8.  c.\d.  (6)  1  Lwn,25l.    Cro.  EL  227.  S.  C. 

(e)  2  Jnti.  S21. 

con* 
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contended  for  on  the  other  side.  In  Fitzherbert's  1834. 
Abridgment^  ToU^  pi.  5.  (fol.  222  a.)  toll  traverse  is  dis- 
tingaished  from  market  toll ;  it  being  there  said  that  Middlitow 
the  king  shall  be  toll  free  in  all  markets  and  fairs  for  Lamwrt. 
buying  things,  &c. :  but  qusere  of  toll  traverse,  if  he 
shall  pay  that,  and  semble,  he  shall.  In  the  passage 
before  cited  from  Fiizh.  N.  B.  228.  E.,  it  is  said,  that 
forasmuch  as  tenants  in  ancient  demesne  shall  be  quit  of 
pontage,  murage,  and  passage,  it  is  conceived  that  they 
shall  be  quit  of  toll  generally,  although  they  merchan- 
dise with  their  goods.  Pontage,  therefore  (and  so  also 
toll  traverse),  is  on  a  distinct  footing  from  market  toll. 
Suppose  the  exemption. claimed  by  a  person  travelling 
on  horseback,  or  on  foot,  it  could  not  be  asked  of  him 
if  he  was  going  on  the  necessary  business  of  his  farm. 
There  is  no  authority  for  narrowing  the  efiect  of  the 
general  words  of  exemption  in  the  charter  of  Hemy  III.; 
and  if  their  import  is  to  be  cut  down,  the  plaintiffs 
are  to  do  it.  These  observations  apply  as  well  to  the 
sheep  as  to  the  other  goods ;  but  in  Fitzh.  N,  B.  228. 
note  b.  a. case  is  cited  (a),  where,  in  an  action  for  refusing 
toll,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant,  a  tenant  in  ancient 
demesne,  bought  beasts  in  the  market,  and  used  some 
for  manuring  his  land,  and  put  some  to  pasture  to  fat* 
ten  (6),  and  sold  them  the  next  week  in  the  market: 
the  plaintiff  offered  to  aver  that  he  bought  the  beasts  to 
resell  them,  and  resold  them  after  convenient  time:  ^^  the 
defendant  demurs;  but  the  opinion  of  the  Court  being 
against  him  (the  plaintiff),  he  became  nonsuit:"  and  it 
is  added,  *^  so  that  it  seems  for  things  bought  for  their 

(a)   Tearh.  7  77.  4.  44. 

(6)  See  Uie  judgment  in  the  present  case,  post,  4S1.     In  the  edit.  1794 
of  Fiizh,  N»  L\  it  is  printed,  **  to  make  grases." 

sustenance. 
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188^.        sustenance^  or  manuring  their  landsi  or  concerning  hus- 

'"""       bandry,  they  are  discharged,  but  not  to  merchandise, 

^lODLKTON     and  the  merchandise  of  these  is  different  from  other 

OMttitUi 

Lambert,  merchandise."  The  argument  of  Hobart  in  Ward  and 
Knighfs  case  {a\  supports  the  same  proposition.  What- 
ever, therefore,  might  be  the  decision  here  as  to  the  ale, 
the  sheep  were  clearly  exempt  They  are  stated  in  the 
case  to  have  been  **  part  of  the  defendant's  farming 
stock,''  and  that  allegation  is  sufficient,  at  least  in  the 
absence  of  any  suggestion  that  they  were  bought  for 
the  mere  purpose  of  merchandise :  Savery  v.  Smith  (6). 
The  defendant  is  clearly  within  the  description  of  eorum 
homines"  in  the  charter  of  Henry  III.,  being  a  tenant  of 
the  manor,  and  the  grant  of  Edward  II.  (set  out  in  the 
proceedings  on  quo  warranto)  declaring  **  quod  libertates 
et  quietantisB  praedictce  tam  pro  liber^  tenentibus  ipsorum 
decani  et  capituli  quam  pro  cseteris  hominibus  suis  in- 
telligantur."  That,  if  an  extension  of  the  former  grants, 
was  yet  valid,  being  made  when  the  tolls  were  still  in 
the  crown. 


Siarkie  in  reply.  As  to  the  distinction  taken  between 
toll  traverse  and  market  toll,  all  the  exemptions  given 
by  these  charters  must  be  governed  by  the  same  prin- 
ciple: it  cannot  be  said  that  the  grant  takes  effect  while 
the  goods  are  in  the  market,  and  ceases  to  operate  when 
they  are  out  of  it.  The  objection,  that  trading  was  not 
contemplated  by  the  charters,  applies  under  both  cir- 
cumstances. The  words  of  exemption  in  the  case  of 
The  Abbot  of  St.  Edward^s  (c),  were  as  large  as  those 
used  here,  and  yet  were  held  not  to  protect  the  parties 

(a)  1  Leon.  232.  (6)  2Luiw.  1146. 

(c)  2Inti.22\. 

when 
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when  trading.  The  passage,  Fitzherbert^  N.  B.  f.  227.  F.,        1834. 
relied  upon  on  the  other  side,  is  loose ;  and  the  dictum        "7    7* 

Lord 

of  Herle  J.  is  given  as  the  expression  of  his  opinion,     MiooLnoir 

asoinst 

not  the  author's.  F.  N.  B.  f.  228.  £.  refers  only  to  tenants  Lamum. 
in  ancient  demesne.  As  to  the  question  whether  per- 
sons passing  on  horseback  or  on  foot  could  be  asked  for 
what  purpose  they  were  travelling,  it  might,  perhaps, 
be  answered  (if  necessary),  that  the  exemption  would 
not  attach  to  such  persons  if  they  were  travelling  for 
purposes  not  connected  with  the  use  of  their  lands, 
according  to  the  intention  of  the  charters.  In  the  case 
cited  from  7  H.  4.  44.,  it  appeared,  on  the  pleadings, 
that  the  beasts  had  been  put  upon  the  land  with  the 
intention  of  tlieir  being  fattened.  Here  that  is  not 
shewn.  In  Savery  v.  Smith  (a),  it  lay  upon  the  defend- 
ant to  shew  that  the  pigs  which  he  had  seised  for  toll 
were  bought  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  mer- 
chandise; he  failed  to  do  so,  and  for  that  reason  the 
plaintiff  had  judgment.  Here  facts  are  stated  which 
establish  the  claim  to  toll,  and  the  defendant  does  not 
bring  himself  within  the  exemption. 

Cur.  ado.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  in  this  term  {April  22d)  de- 
livered the  judgment  of  the  Court.  After  stating  the 
nature  of  the  action,  and  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  special  case  was  ordered,  his  Lordship  proceeded. 
The  case  stated,  that  the  plaintiffi  established  their 
tide  to  the  tolls  in  question,  as  lessees  under  the  duchy 
o{  Lancaster.  They  had  belonged  by  prescription  to  the 
manor  of  Bofroughbridge^  which  manor  was  parcel  of  the 
possessions  of  the  crown  at  the  time  of  the  Conquest, 

(a)  SXtiiw.  1146. 

and 
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18S4'.        and  had  continued  vested  in  the  crown  till  the  reign  of 
Charles  the  First     By  that  king  they  were  severed  from 


Lord 

MiDDMTOK     the  manor,  and  annexed  to  the  duchy  of  Lancaster. 

L4MBXRT.  The  defendant,  to  prove  an  exemption  in   himself 

from  the  liability  to  pay  these  tolls,  produced  several 
charters,  and,  among  others,  a  charter  of  the  SS  Edw.  1«, 
which  inspects  and  confirms  a  charter  of  Hetiry  3.,  con- 
taining a  grant  to  the  church  of  York,  in  these  words ; 
that  the  dean  and  chapter,  and  the  respective  canons, 
and  all  their  men,  (eorum  homines  universi,)  should  be 
quit  of  toll  and  of  other  matters,  in  city  and  borough, 
in  fairs  and  markets,  in  the  passage  of  bridges  and  ports 
of  the  sea,  in  all  places  throughout  England.  And  he 
produced  some  proceedings  in  quo  warranto  before  the  . 
justices  in  eyre  in  the  3  Edw.  3.,  wherein  was  set  out  a 
charter  of  Edw.  2.,  stating  that  Edw.  J.,  by  a  certain 
charter,  granted  and  declared  that  the  liberties  and 
quittances  aforesaid  should  be  understood  as  well  for 
the  free  tenants  (liberi  tenentes)  of  the  said  dean  and 
chapter,  as  for  their  other  men  (caeteris  hominibns), 
and  that  the  said  dean  and  chapter  should  have  afid 
enjoy  them  for  ever  for  all.  This  record,  after  reciting 
a  confirmation  by  Edw.  3.  of  the  aforesaid  liberties, 
concludes  with  the  king's  writ  for  their  allowance. 
Two  confirmations  of  all  these- charters,  by  Rich.  2,, 
were  shewn ;  and  it  was  admitted  that  the  right  to  the 
tolls  was  in  the  crown,  jure  coronas,  till  after  the  date 
of  the  last  charter.  It  was  then  proved,  by  reference  to 
Domesday,  that,  at  the  time  that  book  was  compiled, 
Helj)erby  was  parcel  of  the  liberty  of  St.  Peter.  The 
<;ase  states  that  it  is  a  manor,  and  that  all  the  land 
therein  is  copyhold  of  the  manor.  The  defendant  is 
also  stated  to  be  a  lessee  for  twenty-one  years  under  the 

dean 
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dean  and  chapter,  and  occupier  of  a  copyhold  house        18S4. 

held  of  the  manor,  and  of  150  acres  of  land  his  own        "I    ;" 

Lord 

estate,  within  and  held  as  copyhold  of  inheritance  of  the     Middlroh 

agoinst 

manor;  that  he  carried  on  there  the  business  of  a  Lambem. 
common  brewer;  that  two  of  his  carts,  laden  with  ale 
manufactured  by  him  as  a  common  brewer  for  sale, 
and  some  sheep,  part  of  his  farming  stock,  passed  over 
the  bridge,  and  that  toll  was  demanded  for  them  and 
refused.  The  sheep  were  in  the  charge  of  his  servant, 
going  to  the  fair  at  Boroughbridge :  one  of  the  carts 
passed  on  a  day  which  was  neither  a  fair  nor  a  market 
day. 

Looking  at  the  mere  words  of  these  documents  with- 
out more^  the  defendant's  claim  to  exemption  should 
seem  to  be  distinctly  made  out  King  Henry  the 
Third,  in  whom,  at  the  time,  the  rigkt  to  this  toll  was, 
and  who  was  therefore  competent  to  discharge  it,  grants 
an  exemption  from  this  and  all  other  toll,  to  all  the  men 
of  the  dean  and  chapter,  of  whom  the  defendant  is  one. 
Difficulties,  however,  and  very  great  ones,  occur  in  the 
consideration  of  this  subject  We  are  called  on  to  put 
a  legal  construction  on  charters  of  great  antiquity,  upon 
a  question  which,  in  modern  times,  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  discussed,  and  upon  which  the  authorities, 
most  of  them  of  very  remote  date,  are  not  consistent 
For  the  defendant  it  has  been  contended,  that  a  grant  of 
exemption  of  this  sort,  made  to  ecclesiastical  persons,, 
could  only  enure  to  their  benefit  when  the  articles  were 
conveyed  for  the  necessary  sustenance  of  their  houses, 
or  the  cultivation  of  their  land,  and  not  for  the  purpose 
of  the  carrying  on  of  trade  or  merchandise.  It  also  has 
been  endeavoured  to  be  shewn,  that  these  men  of  the 
dean  and  chapter  must  be  privileged  to  the  same  limited 

extent 
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1834.        extent  and  in  the  same  manner  as  tenants  in  ancient 
"""■"^       demesne,  of  whom  Coke  (a)  declares,  that  they  •*  shall 

Lord 

MiBDLROK  pay  no  toll,  because  at  the  banning,  by  their  tenure, 
Lambkbt.  they  applied  themselves  to  the  manurance  and  hus- 
bandry of  the  king's  demesnes,  and  therefore  for  those 
lands  so  holden,  and  all  that  came  or  renewed  there- 
upon, they  had  the  said  privilege ;  but  if  such  a  tenant 
be  a  common  merchant  for  buying  and  selling  of  wares 
and  merchandises,  that  rise  not  upon  the  manurance  or 
husbandry  of  those  lands,  he  shall  not  have  the  privilege 
for  them,  because  they  are  out  of  the  reason  of  the  pri- 
vilege of  ancient  dememe^  and  the  tenant  in  ancient 
demesne  ought  rather  to  be  a  husbandman  than  a  mer- 
chant by  his  tenure,  and  so  are  the  books  to  be  in- 
tended/' And  for  this  he  gives  the  words  of  an  ancient 
record,  which  is  duj^ctly  in  point  (ft).  To  the  same  effect 
also  is  Bro.  Mr.  tit.  Toll,  pL  I.,  9  Hen.  6.  25.,  Bac.  Abr» 
tit  Fairs  and  Markets  (D),  20  Vin.  Mr.  tit,  TM  (E), 
p.  292.,  and  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Toll  (G).  On  the  other 
hand,  Fitzherbert  {N.  B.  228.)  is  of  a  contrary  opinion, 
and  says,  that  tenants  in  ancient  demesne  shall  be  quit 
of  toll  for  their  goods  and  chattels  which  they  mer- 
chandise with,  as  well  as  for  their  other  goods,  for 
the  writ  is  general,  pro  bonis  et  rebus  suis.  For  this 
doctrine  he  relies  on  the  Year  Book,  7  Hen.  4.  44.; 
but  this  book  it  is  clear  that  he  misunderstood.  To  a 
declaration  in  that  case  for  selling  beasts  at  a  market 
and  fair  without  paying  toll,  the  defendant  pleaded  that 
be  was  a  tenant  in  ancient  demesne,  and  that  all  those 
have  been  free, to  buy  and  sell  beasts  for  manuring 
their  lands,  &c.  without  toll,  time  out  of  mind,  and 

(a)  2/fMt  221.  (6)  Ant^  p.  413. 

that 
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that  he  bought  at  fairs,  and  some  he  used  for  manuring  1884. 
his  land,  and  some  he  put  to  pasture  to  make  them  &t 
and  more  fit  for  sale  (pur  eux  faire  grass  (a)  and  pluis 
able  a  vendre),  and  some  time  after  sold  them  at  a  fair. 
The  pUintiff  oflfered  to  aver  that  he  bought  the  beasts 
to  sell  them,  and  that  he  sold  them  ut  supra.  The  de- 
fendant demurred,  and  the  opinion  of  the  Court  being 
against  him  (the  plaintiff),  he  became  nonsuit.  Now 
here  there  was  no  claim  by  the  defendant  to  be  quit  of 
toll  for  all  merchandise^  but  for  beasts  only,  bought  and 
sold  for  the  cultivation  of  his  lands ;  and  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  only  was,  that  the  circumstance  of  the  defend-  ^ 
ant  selling  the  beasts  again,  after  he  had  fattened  them 
on  his  land,  was  not  to  be  deemed  merchandising.  And 
this  view  Lord  Hak fin  his  note  to  Fitzherbertj  appears 
to  have  taken,  for  he  adds,  **  So  that  it  seems  for  things 
bought  for  their  sustenance,  or  manuring  their  lands,  or 
concerning  husbandry,  they  are  discharged,  but  not 
for  merchandise ;  and  the  merchandise  of  these  is  dif- 
ferent from  other  merchandise."  ^ 

But  we  are  not  called  upon,  in  this  instance,  to  decide 
in  this  conflict  of  authorities,  what  the  privileges  of  a 
tenant  in  ancient  demesne  may  be,  because  the  defend- 
ant does  not  claim  in  that  character.  The  privileges  of 
a  tenant  in  ancient  demesne  rest  on  the  custom  of  the 
realm,  the  claim  of  the  present  defendant  on  the  king's 
express  grant  by  charter ;  and  if  the  words  of  the  grant 
be  plain,  there  is  no  occasion  to  resort  to  doubtful 
analogy  for  explanation.  For  the  same  reason,  it  does 
not  appear  to  us  to  be  necessary  to  decide  what 
privileges  ecclesiastical  persons,  in  general,  have  with 

(a)  Sic  in  Tear  Book. 

Voi^  I.  F  f  respect 
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18S4.  respect  to  toll,  upon  which  judicial  opinions  have  not 
been  unanimous.  See  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Ecdes.  Persons  (D). 
There  are  not  wanting  authorities  that  such  a  grant 
as  the  present  extends  only  to  buyings  and  sellings  of 
necessaries,  and  not  of  common  merchandise:  2  BoU. 
JO)r.  202.,  2  Inst.  22  L,  BjoU  Pari.  8  Ed.  2.  No.  12.,  as 
to  pannage  {a).  It  should  seem,  however,  from  passages 
in  some  books^  that  the  grant  was  considered  to  be  gene- 
ral :  Vin.  Abr.  ToU  (E),  4. 8.  (p.  29S.),  FOz.  N.  R  227, 
228.,  in  which  last  book  are  given  forms  of  writs  in  re- 
dress of  lay  corporations,  to  which  charters  of  exemption 
have  been  granted.  These  writs  recite  the  privilege  to 
be  without  qualification.  Now  though,  possibly,  if  the 
claim  here  was  made  by  one  of  the  ecclesiastical  body  of 
the  church  of  York^  there  might  be  good  ground  to 
contend  that  the  exemption  belongs  only  to  them  for 
their  ecclesiastical  goods,  or  for  manuring  their  land, 
or  for  personal  necessaries,  though  we  by  no  means  say 
it  would ;  yet  here  the  claim  is  by  a  man  of  the  dean  and 
chapter,  who,  not  bearing  the  clerical  character,  does  not 
seem  to  come  within  any  of  the  reasons  which  apply  to 
a  restriction  in  the  case  of  an  ecclesiastic,  to  whose 
calling  trading  in  merchandise  was  repugnant,  and, 
therefore,  not  to  be  encouraged  by  exemption  from  toll. 
This  distinction  would  certainly  be  liable  to  the  ob- 
jection, that  the  subject-matter  of  the  grant,  namely,  the 
exemption,  would  differ  according  as  the  party  claiming 
was  a  member  of  the  body  or  a  tenant,  and  would  be 
larger  in  the  case  of  the  latter  than  of  the  immediate 
grantee.     But  as  the  words  of  the  charter  of  Hemy  III. 

(a)  Sic  in  the  printed  Bolls,  {RottM  ParHatnerUorum,  ut  et  peUtioneSf 
&c,  vol.  i.  p.  291.)  Qu.  paviager  See  FUiA.  N.  B.  SS7.  F.  note  (a). 
S/fUf.4. 

are 
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are  clear  and  unambiguous,  and  the  exemption  is  1884. 
without  qualification,  there  being  no  necessity  for  any 
in  the  case  of  a  copyhold  tenant,  we  think  that  we 
cannot  introduce  any,  from  the  uncertain  dicta  of  even 
the  most,  distinguished  text  writers  on  the  andent 
common  law.  It  must  consequently  comprise  as  well 
the  beer  manufiu^tured  for  sale  as  the  sheep.  The 
verdict  must  be  entered  generally  for  the  defendant. 

Postea  to  the  defendant. 


John  Utterton,  and  Frances  Anne,  his  Wife, 
and  Others,  against  Robins  and  Others. 


'PHE  Vice-Chancellor  sent  the  following  case  for  the  AwiUorcodi. 

X  cil  cootuniDg  a 

opinion  of  this  Court :  —  dcvlM  of  rJ 

CTtatfii  botnot 

John  Bobinsj  being  seised  and  possessed  of  divers  daly  witntned^ 

freehold  and  leasehold  estates,  made  and  published  his  firnwd  by  a 

will  duly  executed  and  attested,  bearing  date  the  12th  ^diS'^^ 

of  September  1823,  and  thereby,  among  other  things,  Ij!,^^ 


bequeathed  a  messuage  on  BrompUm  Terrace  to  certain  ^^^12^. 
persons  to  the  use  of  his  dauirhter  Frances  Anne  Utter"  ™«»*  be  in  no 

"  wiy  anneztd 

Ion,  during  the  joint  lives  of  herself  and  her  husband,  to  the  wiU  or 

V  prior  eodicilf 

with  remainders  over.     And  he  gave  and  devised  the  end  though  the 

residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees  to  nesiet°tothe 

certain  uses,   one  fourth  part  of  such  residue  being  dMMtteetbe 

fonner  one^  or 
tfie  wiU :  Scmble,  however,  that  the  instrument  relied  npon  ai  confinning  a  preriotti  one 
ahould  diittnctly  refer  to  it.^ 

TeitBtor  by  serenl  ixnwitneeMd  memorandnnit  ftubtequent  to  hit  will  left  a  fteehold 
houee,  acquired  among  other  estates  since  the  date  of  the  will,  to  his  daughter;  and  he 
afterwards  made  the  foUowiog  codicil,  which  was  duly  attested : — "  I  make  this  a  fiirther 
eodicil  to  my  will ;  I  give  and  devise  all  real  estates  purchased  by  me  sioce  the  ezeeatioa 
of  my  said  will  to  the  trustees  therein  named,  their  heirs,  &c.  to  the  uses  and  upon  the 
tnisia  therein  expressed  oonoemiag  the  residue  of  my  real  cstales :"  Hddy  that  the  honie 
passed  to  the  trustees,  and  not  to  the  daughter. 

F  f  2  limited 
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1834.       limited  to  the  same  uses  as  were  declared  of  the  above 


Uttxetok 


messuage. 


againtt  By  a  codicU  duly  executed  and  attested,  bearing  date 

the  8th  of  May  1825,  the  testator,  after  reciting  that  he 
had  purchased  certain  estates  since  the  execution  of  his 
will,  devised  these  last  to  the  trustees  therein  named  as 
to  the  residue  of  his  estate  therein  mentioned,  upon  the 
trusts  declared  as  to  such  residue. 

A  memorandum  in  pencil  appeared  on  the  margin  of 
the  will,  bearing  date  the  6th  of  August  1825,  written 
and  signed  by  the  testator,  but  not  attested,  in  the  fol- 
lowing words:  — *^  As  the  house  on  Brampton  Terrace 
is  sold,  I  give  my  daughter,  Frances  Anne  Utterton,  my 
freehold  house  in  Portugal  Street^  Lincoln's  Inn  Fields^ 
purchased  of  Lady  Bidkley,  in  lieu  of  the  house  on 
Brompton  Terrace :  it  is  convey^  to  my  sou  Joseph^  but 
my  desire  and  will  is,  that  it  should  be  assigned  to  my 
daughter  in  trust  as  the  other  property."  The  devise 
of  the  messuage  on  Brompton  Terrace  was  struck 
through  with  a  pencil. 

The  testator,  after  the  said  8th  of  May  1825,  wrote  and 
signed  the  following  codicil,  or  memorandum,  which, 
however,  was  not  attested: — "  Memorandum  for  my 
executors  and  trustees,  29th  of  August  1825.  Whereas  I 
purchased  a  house,  freehold,  of  Lady  Bulldey,  in  Portugal 
Streetf  Lincoln's  Inn  Fields^  (per  Light/hot  and  Robson^ 
and  which  is  conveyed  from  Lady  BuUcky  to  my  son 
Joseph  Robins^  the  deeds  in  my  possession,)  I  give  the 
said  house,  now  in  the  occupation  of  Mr.  Usher^  tailor^ 
as  tenant  at  will,  to  my  dear  daughter  Frances  Utterton^ 
wife  of  Colonel  John  Utterton^  and  to  go  to  her  family 
as  settled  according  to  the  other  property  in  my  will: 
am  certain  that  my  son  Joseph  will  assign  it  according 

to 


ROBIVS. 
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to  my  wish :  —  John  SobinSj  Regent  Street.    I  had  given        1 834, 
my  said  daughter  a  house  at  the  west-end  of  Brompton       ' 
Terrace^  which  I  since  sold ;  and  the  above  is  in  lieu  of       c^aimt 
the  said  house :  — John  BobinsJ^ 

By  a  codicil  of  the  17th  of  December  1825,  duly  attested, 
the  testator  confirmed  his  will ;  and  after  reciting  that 
he  had  purchased  divers  real  estates  since  the  execution 
thereof,  he  added,  **  Now  I  do,  by  this  codicil  to  my 
said  will,  devise  the  same  to  the  trustees  in  my  said  will 
mentioned,  their  heirs,  &c.  to  the  uses,  &c.  in  my  said 
will  expressed  of  and  concerning  the  residue  of  my  real 
estates.''  By  another  codicil,  of  the  7th  of  December 
1827,  duly  attested,  he  republished  his  will,  in  order  that 
all  estates  purchased  by  him  since  the  date  and  publi- 
cation thereof  might  pass  under  the  general  devise  of  his 
real  estates  therein  contained.  By  another  codicil,  of 
the  27th  of  January  1829,  duly  attested,  he  devised  and 
bequeathed  all  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments 
purchased  or  acquired  by  him  since  the  date  of  his  will 
to  the  uses  and  on  the  trusts  therein  declared  as  to  the 
residue. 

The  testator  afterwards  wrote  and  signed  a  memoran* 
dnm,  entitled,  <<  A  memorandum,  made  the  16th  of 
April  1829,  to  be  observed  by  my  executors  (first 
division),  of  my  desires  and  intentions  after  my  decease, 
and  according  to  my  will;"  and  in  the  said  memo- 
randum, after  enumerating  the  property  specifically 
devised  to  the  other  branches  of  his  family,  he  proceeds 
to  enumerate  the  messuages  specifically  devised  to 
Mrs.  Vtterton  and  her  family,  which  part  of  the  said 
memorandum  contains  a  passage  in  the  words  and 
figures  following,  viz.  ^<  A  freehold  house  situate  in 
Portugal  Street^  Ldncdris  Inn  Fields^  purchased  of  Lady 
F  f  3  BulkUt/, 


tLom»9> 
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1854.       BuUdy^  let  to  Mr.  Woodf  cabinet  maker,  on  leaae  for 
-  twenty-one  years  from  ChriOmoi  1826,  determinable,  at 

jfntfuf  a  net  rent  per  annum  50/.,  the  bouse  repaired  at  Mr. 
Bobinia  expense.  Mr.  Wood  paid  a  premium  of  50^" 
This  was  not  attested. 

By  a  codicil  of  the  5th  of  February  1880,  duly 
attested,  the  testator  devised  as  follows:*^'*  I  John 
Eobins  do  make  this  a  further  codicil  to  my  will»  which 
bears  date  the  12th  day  of  September  1823:  I  give  and 
devise  all  real  estates  and  hereditaments  purchased  by 
me  since  the  date  and  execution  of  my  said  will  to  the 
trustees  therein  named^  their  heirs  and  assigns^  to  the 
uses  and  upon  the  trusts  in  my  said  will  expressed  and 
declared  of  and  concerning  the  residue  of  my  real 
estates." 

The  testator  died  on  the  17th  of  May  1851.  The 
executors  proved  the  will,  codicils,  and  memorandum : 
the  Prerogative  Court,  however,  did  not  grant  probate 
of  the  interlineations,  erasures,  marginal  additions,  and 
alterations  in  the  will ;  but  granted  probate  of  the  will 
as  originally  executed,  reserving,  however,  to  any  of  the 
parties  power  to  propound  such  interlineations,  &c.  at 
any  future  time. 

The  testator  sold  the  house  on  Brompton  Terrace  in 
August  1824.  Between  August  1825  and  the  6th  of 
August  1825  he  purchased  the  above-mentioned  house 
in  Portugal  Street  {a);  and  the  same  was  conveyed  to 
the  use  of  the  testator  and  his  heirs  by  deeds  of  the 
20th  and  21st  of  November  1823. 

The  present  suit  in  Chancery  was  instituted  for  the 
purpose^  among  others,  of  having  the  will  and  codicils 

(a)  It  was  admitted  daring  the  argument  tlmt  the  purchase  was  after 
tlM  tncation  of  tbe  wil>« 

of 
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of  the  testator  established,  and  the  trusts  thereof  carried 
into  execution.  The  question  referred  by  the  Vice- 
Chancdior  to  this  Court  was,  **  Whether  the  house 
and  premises  in  Portugal  Street^  in  the  pleadings  of  the 
cause  mentioned^  were  devised  by  the  will  of  the  testator, 
or  any,  and  which,  of  his  codicils  mentioned  in  the 
pleadings ;  and,  if  so,  to  whom  the  same  were  so  de* 
vised,  and  for  what  estate  and  interest  ? "  This  case 
I  argued  in  IVinity  term  {June  7th)  183S. 


18S4. 

UmmTOif 
agahut 


James  Bussett  for  the  plaintiffs.  The  testamentary 
papers  not  witnessed  must  be  considered  as  republished, 
together  with  the  will,  by  the  subsequent  attested  codi- 
cils; and  the  effect,  in  point  of  construction,  of  all 
these  papers  taken  together,  is,  that  the  house  in  Por- 
tugal Street  passes,  by  specific  devise,  to  Colonel  and 
Mrs.  Uttertonj  and  does  not  go  as  part  of  the  residue. 
In  Guest  v.  fVillase7/{a),  the  testator  added  a  codicil  to 
his  will  (which  had  been  duly  attested),  altering  some 
of  the  dispositions  of  property,  disposing  of  an  after- 
acqaired  estate,  and  appointing  an  additional  executrix; 
and  by  a  second  codicil  (referring  to  the  will,  but  not  to 
the  previous  codicil,)  he  gave  new  directions  as  to  a  part 
of  the  property,  and  substituted  new  executors  for  two 
of  those  named  in  the  will.  Neither  of  these  codicils 
was  properly  attested.  He  afterwards  made  a  third 
codicil,  properly  witnessed,  appointing  a  new  executor 
in  lieu  of  one  of  those  named  in  the  second  codicil, 
but  not  otherwise  referring  to  the  previous  codicils,  or 
to  the  will,  and  not  contiuning  any  other  direction. 
The  Court  of  Common  Fleas  held  that  the  third  codicil 
was  a  republication  of  the  other  two,  and  of  the  will. 


(a)  2Bifig.429,     SBmg.6\4, 

Ff  4 


It 
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1884.       It  is  true^  the  codicils  there  were  all  written  on  the  back 
'  of  the  original  will ;  and  it  does  not  appear  in  this  case 

UTTSBTOir 

agfdnu       that  any  of  the  writings  (eseept  the  first  memorandum) 

Roiuii. 

was  on  the  same  paper  with  any  preceding  one  {a\  but 
that  is  immaterial :  any  codicil  may  operate  as  a  repub-* 
lication  of  a  previous  one,  or  of  the  will,  whether  it  be 
on  the  same  paper  or  not.  In  CroMe\.  M*Doual{b) 
Sir  E.  P.  Arderif  M.  R.,  lays  it  down,  that  **  if  a  man 
ratifies  and  confirms  his  last  will,  he  ratifies  and  confirms 
with  it  every  codicil  that  has  been  added  to  it''  It  was 
indeed  once  thought  important  that  the  documents 
should  be  on  one  paper,  or  at  least  tied  up  together, 
or  connected  in  some  similar  way ;  but  it  is  now  settled, 
that  mere  material  connection  is  of  no  importance.  The 
law  upon  the  subject  is  thus  stated  in  1  Pcnoell  on  Devises^ 
p.  610.  (c) :  —  *<  A  codicil,  if  executed  according  to  the 
statute  of  frauds,  will  amount  to  a  republication  of  a 
will  of  real  estate ;  and  this  rule,  it  is  to  be  observed, 
applies,  whether  the  codicil  h^  ov  benot  annexed  to  the 
will:  for  every  codicil  is,  in  construction  of  law,  part  of 
a  man's  last  will,  whetlier  it  be  so  described  in  such 
codicil  or  not,  and,  as  such,  furnishes  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  the  testator's  considering  his  will  as  existing  at 
that  time:"  and  several  authorities  on  the  subject  are 
cited  in  the  text  and  the  editor's  notes.  Whether  or 
not  the  instrument  so  republished  was  originally  attested 
according  to  the  statute  of  firauds  is  immaterial  to  the 
present  question.  In  Carleton  v.  Griffin  (<{),  a  testator 
devised  real  and  personal  property  by  will  unattested : 

(o)  It  was  afterwards  admitted  that  they  were  all  aeparste. 
{h)  4  Ves.  jun.  616. 

(c)  3d  edit,  by  Jar  man.     See  also  the  notei  to  Duppa  t.  Mayo^  1  Wmu 
Smmd.  277  c  to  877/.  (5th  edit.  1824.) 
id)  1  Burr.  549. 

by 
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by  a  subsequent  writings  attested  by  three  wituesses,  but 
relating  solely  to  personal  property,  he  confirmed  (except 
in  one  instance)  the  former  disposition ;  and  the  Court 
held  that  the  former  writing  was  authenticated  by  the  at^ 
testation,  and  the  whole  took  effect  as  one  will.  Where  a 
testamentary  paper  is  republished,  it  operates  on  property 
acquired  in  the  intermediate  time,  and  is  in  every  respect 
considered  as  if  made  at  the  period  of  the  republication : 
but  if  so»  that  is  by  virtue  of  the  last  attestation,  and 
not  of  the  former  one,  supposing  it  to  have  been  attested 
before.  Where,  for  instance,  the  original  witnesses  had 
died,  it  would  be  absurd  to  say  that  the  first  attestation 
could  be  carried  down  to  the  latter  period.  In  this  case, 
the  attested  codicil  of  the  5th  oi  February  I83O9  coupled 
with  the  previous  unattested  one  of  April  16th,  1829, 
pves  efiect  to  the  devise  contained  in  the  latter.  Then 
arises  the  question  of  construction;  namely,  whether, 
reading  both  codicils  as  instruments  valid  to  pass  real 
estate^  the  specific  devise  in  the  codicil  of  1829  is  to  ti|ke 
efiect,  or  is  to  be  considered  as  revoked  and  annulled  by 
the  gift  to  trustees  contained  in  the  last  codicil.  It 
cannot  be  said  that  the  codicil  of  February  5th  contains 
any  revocation  of  the  previous  gifl;  to  Mrs.  Ulteriorly  or 
that  any  of  the  codicils  in  which  the  testator  makes  that 
gift  are  revoked  by  subsequent  ones.  Efiect  b  to  be 
given,  if  possible^  to  every  part  of  a  will,  and  an  express 
gift  is  not  done  away  by  subsequent  general  words.  In 
Holdfast  V.  Pardoe  (a)  the  testatrix  expressly  devised  to 
A.  certain  premises  which  comprised  a  portion  of  land 
in  Lcmlatfton  Marsh ;  and  afterwards,  in  the  same  will, 
she  devised  all  her  lands  in  Ixmiajfton  Marsh  to  £•  /  and 
it  was  held  that  the  first  devise  of  marsh  lands  was 


18S4k 

UTTzaToir 
agakui 
Roiuri. 


(a)  8  r.  BL  975. 


not 
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1S84.  not  thereby  revoked.  In  RmUy  ▼«  Eyion  (a)  the  test^ 
^  Ator  churged  all  his  estates  with  the  payment  of  his 

ttgama^  debts,  and  made  his  son  executor  and  residaary  de- 
visee: subsequently  by  a  oodidl  he  devised  certain 
after-«cquired  lands  to  his  said  son  in  fee;  and  Sir 
W.  Qrani  held  that  the  codicil,  notwithstanding  the 
generality  of  the  words,  left  the  last'>mentioned  estates 
subject  to  the  payment  of  the  debts.  Here^  the  iti^ 
tention  in  favour  of  Mrs.  Uttetion  is  clear:  the  me- 
morandum of  April  16th,  1829,  shews  that  it  continued 
down  to  that  time;  and  the  only  subsequent  codicil  con- 
firms that  memorandum.  \Patke  J.  Do  you  say  that 
a  codidi  duly  attested  would  operate  as  a  republication 
of  every  document  which  could  be  the  sutgect  of  probate, 
although  not  referred  to  by  such  codicil?]  The  last 
codicil  here  does  refer  to  the  preceding  one^  being  added 
to  it  as  ^  a  further  codicil;*'  and  the  preceding  one 
impliedly  refers  to  those  of  a  like  purport  which  went 
before  it.  In  Quea  v.  WiUasa/{b)  the  third  codicil  con- 
tained no  reference  to  the  first. 

Wright  contr^  The  house  in  Porhtgal  Street  passed 
to  the  trustees  as  part  of  the  residue.  No  codicil  which 
mentions  Mrs.  Utterton*s  name  is  duly  attested,  or  re- 
ferred to  by  any  codicil  which  is  so.  In  Guest  v.  Ifil* 
lasey  (ft)  they  were  all  on  the  same  sheet.  Even  if  the 
attested  codicils  did  refer  to  the  unattested  ones,  there 
is  no  evidence  that  these  last  were  ever  seen  by  the 
witnesses  who  signed  the  others;  and  the  witnesses, 
whose  signature  is  to  give  efiect  to  a  document,  ought 
to  have  seen  it  In  Guest  v.  Wtttasey{b)  it  must  be 
inferred  that  this  was  the  case,  all  the  codicils  being  on 

(a)  3  Uer*  128.  (6)  S  Bing.  4S9.    9  Bmg.  614. 

one 


ROUKS* 
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one  sheet     IDenman  C.J.  Do  you  mean  that  ibis       18S4r. 
would  be  an  objection  where  the  previous  codicil  was       ' 

yimioif 

dbtinctly  recognised  by  the  subsequoit  one?}  A  paper  ^ganut 
which  has  not  been  seen  by  the  attesting  witnesses  can- 
not be  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  passing  real  estate; 
it  never  was  a  testamentary  paper  for  that  purpose. 
IDenman  C.  J.  Suppose  the  testator  said,  *<  I  l^ve  to 
A»  all  the  property  I  took  under  my  father's  will,''  must 
the  witnesses  see  that  will  ?]  The  contents  of  the  bther's 
will  there  would  only  be  explanatory  of  that  of  the 
testator;  they  would  not  be  part  of  it  [Parke  J.  Ao« 
cording  to  your  argument,  an  attested  codicil  of  itself 
does  not  operate  as  a  republication.]  In  words  it  does, 
but  not  in  point  of  attestation.  [Paiteson  J.  You 
admit  that  if  the  original  codicil  had  been  signed  by 
three  witnesses,  the  subsequent  one,  attested  in  the  same 
manner,  would  be  good  as  a  republication,  and  to  pass 
after-purchased  estates*.  To  prove  the  latter  codicil, 
would  it  be  necessary  to  call  the  witnesses  who  attested 
the  previous  one?  Dennum  C.  J.  You  are  taking  more 
burden  upon  yourself  than  is  necessary.  The  question 
here  is,  whether  the  last  codicil  does  in  fact  refer  to  the 
preceding  unattested  ones  ?  We  think  the  point  yoa 
are  now  contending  for  cannot  be  maintained.  Sup- 
pose a  man  having  made  a  devise  of  real  property, 
not  attested,  went  into  a  distant  country,  and  there 
signed  a  paper  which  was  duly  attested  in  his  pre- 
sence by  three  witnesses,  stating  that  his  will  was  in 
a  particular  place  (mentioning  the  place  in  which  it  was 
left),  would  not  the  will  in  that  case  pass  the  property; 
or  would  the  attestation  be  insufficient,  because  the  wit- 
nesses did  not  see  the  original  paper?]  They  ought  to 
see  the  original,  in  order  that  they  might  know  that 
nothing  was  fraudulently  slipped  into  it    The  cases  in 

which 
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18S4<.        which  it  has  been  held  necessaty  that  the  witnesses 
'  should  sign  the  will  in  the  testator's  presence  {Broderick 

asittinM       y.  Brodcrkk  (a)  and  many  others)  shew  the  importance 

Robins. 

which  has  been  attached  to  every  circumstance  which 
could  insure  the  indentity  of  the  will  attested  with  that 
executed  by  the  testator*  The  rule  on  this  subject,  and 
the  grounds  of  it,  appear  in  Bidl.  N.  P.  263,  264.  But, 
at  all  events,  it  is  a  decisive  objection  in  this  case^  that 
none  of  the  attested  codicils  refer  to  any  of  the  memoran- 
dums relied  upon  as  containing  a  devise  to  Mrs.  Utierton. 
In  CarleUm  v.  Griffin  (ft)  the  attested  memorandum  con- 
firmed the  previous  writing  in  the  most  express  terms. 

J.  Bussell  in  reply.  The  cases  shewing  that  the 
testator  must  see  the  witnesses  sign  do  not  afiect  the 
present  argument  The  opinion  once  held,  that  a  codicil 
must  be  annexed  to  the  instrument  which  it  republishes, 
was  direcdy  superseded  by  the  decision  in  Barnes  v. 
Crowe  {c\  which  over-ruled  Tke  Aitomey^General  v. 
DottfifUjg' (({)•  The  rule  as  to  attestation  is,  that  the 
witnesses  see  the  paper  which  contains  the  republication, 
and  the  document  republished  is  considered  as  part  of 
that,  and  both  tc^ther  form  the  body  of  the  will.  It 
18  suggested  that  the  republishing  codicil  should  contain 
a  reference  to  the  previous  document ;  but  that  was  not 
held  necessary  in  Guest  v.  WiUasey  {e).  [Parhe  J.  Sup- 
pose every  codicil  in  this  case  had  been  duly  attested, 
can  it  be  contended  that  the  property  in  question  would 
not  pass  by  the  words  used  in  that  of  February  5th,  1830, 
to  the  uses  declared  as  to  the  residue;  even  admitting 
that  under  other  circumstances  a  codicil  could  have 

(a)  1  P.'  ITuw.  839.  (A)  1  Burr.  549. 

(c)  1  Veu  jun.  486.  (d)  Amb.  575. 

(«)  8  Bin^.  489.    3  Bimg.  614. 

that 
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that  immense  effect  in  republication  which  you  would        1834. 
ascribe  to  it?]     HM/ast  v,  Pardee  {a)  gives  the  answer       ' 

UnxETOx 

to  that  question.  [^Parke  J.  There  it  was  held  that  ^^'^ 
the  testatrix  clearly  did  not  intend  to  dismember  a 
&rm  which  she  had  already  devised  under  a  particular 
description;  and  there  was  no  reason  to  think  that  she 
intended  to  revoke  that  disposition  by  the  subsequent 
devise.]  The  question  here  is  of  intention ;  and  there 
is  no  ground  for  supposing  that  the  testator,  by  his  last 
codicil,  intended  to  revoke  the  previous  gift  to  Mrs. 
Utterton.  His  purpose  was  to  ratify,  not  to  annul,  his 
prior  gifts ;  and  all  he  further  desired  was,  to  dispose 
of  that  after-acquired  property,  as  to  which  he  had  not 
before  given  any  specific  directions.  If  it  were  neces- 
sary, the  words  written  on  the  margin  of  the  will  might 
be  insisted  upon.  Neither  this  nor  any  other  memo- 
randum, in  which  the  gift  to  Mrs.  UUerton  is  referred 
to^  can  be  shewn  to  have  been  revoked. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

The  Court  afterwards  sent  the  following  certificate:— 
We  have  heard  this  case  argued  by  counsel,  and  are 
of  opinion  that  the  house  in  Portugal  Street  in  the  plead- 
ings mentioned  passed  by  the  codicil  of  the  5th  of 
FAruary  1880  to  the  trustees  named  in  the  will,  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  uses  and  upon  the  trusts  ex- 
pressed in  the  will  of  and  concerning  the  residue  of  the 

testator's  real  estates. 

T.  Denmav. 

J.  LiTTLSDALE. 

J.  Parke. 
J.  Pattbson. 

(a)  8  r.  Bl.  975. 
EVD  of  EASTER  TERM. 
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18S*.  ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 

ID  TBB 

Court  of  KING'S  BENCH, 

AND 

UPON  WRITS  OF  ERROR  FROM  THAT  COURT 

TO  TBS 

EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER, 

Trinity  Term, 

In  the  Fourth  Year  of  the  Reign  of  William  IV.  (a) 


May  lOCb. 

The  itatule 
116.4.  & 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

(Error  from  the  King's  Bench.) 

The  King  against  Wright.  (J) 


^pHE  defendant  was  indicted  at  the  Lancashire  sessions, 
rir.4~  c77a  April  18S1.     The  first  count  stated,  that  Bobert 

f.  8.  for  the  »«.,#•    i  !-/•»»»■  .       t  *• 

return  before     Wrtght^  of  the  township  of  fVaveriree  m  the  county  of 

ten  Jttdgei  in 

the  Eicheqttcr 

Chamber  of  writs  of  enor  upon  judgments  giTen  in  the  King's  Bench,  Common  Plen,  end 

Exchequer,  extends  to  a  judgment  giren  against  a  defendant  on  an  indictment  in  the  King's 

Jlencha 

An  indictment  charged  that  defendant,  at  the  township  of  IT.,  on  a  highway  there,  lead- 
ing from  a  highway,  leading  from  the  village  of  IF.  towards  C.,  to  another  highway, 
leading  from  the  Tillage  of  1^.  towards  £.,  by  a  wall  thertt  extending  into  the  latd  h^hway, 
by  him  erected,  had  encrotcbedt  &c.  t  Held,  that  the  indictment  was  not  uncertain,  and 
that  '*  there*'  and  ** said"  could  be  referred  only  to  the  highway  first  mentioned. 

(a;  Paiieiim  J.  sal  in  the  bail  court  during  this  term, 
(ft)  This  and  the  foUowiog  case  were  decided  in  vacation. 
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LdmeaUer^  on,  &c.  with  force  and  arms,  at  the  townahip 
of  Wacetiree  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid,  in  and 
upon  a  common  highway  there  leading  from  a  certain 
public  road  or  common  highway  in  the  said  township 
and  county  leading  from  the  village  of  Waveriree 
towards  the  parish  church  of  ChUdwattf  towards  and 
unto  a  certain  other  public  road  or  common  highway  in 
the  said  township  and  county,  leading  from  the  said 
village  of  Wavertree  towards  and  unto  the  township  of 
lAUle  Wooiton  in  the  said  county,  hy  a  certain  wall 
ihere^  containing  in  length  330  yards,  and  extending 
into  the  said  highwai/f  at  the  north  end  thereof^  seven 
yards,  and  at  the  south  end  thereof  five  yards,  by  bim 
the  said  Bobert  Wright  erected  and  built,  bath  unlaw- 
fully and  unjustly  encroached  and  yet  doth  encroach; 
and  the  said  wall,  so  as  aforesaid  erected  and  built  by 
him  the  said  Bobert  Wright^  firom  the  said  first  day,  &c. 
unto  the  day  of  exhibiting  this  information,  at  the 
township  of  fFaverfrcv  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid, 
with  force,  &c.  unlawfully  hath  continued  and  doth 
continue,  by  reason  whereof  the  common  highway 
aforesaid  hath  become  and  is  greatly  straitened,  so  that 
the  liege  subjects  of  our  Lord  the  King,  upon  and 
through  the  same  common  highway  aforesaid,  with  their 
horses,  carts,  and  carriages,  cannot  go,  pass,  &c.  to  the 
great  and  common  nuisance,  &c.  There  were  two' 
other  counts.  The  indictment  was  removed  by  certiorari 
into  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench;  and  the  cause  was 
tried  at  the  Lancaster  Summer  assizes  18S1,  when  the 
defendant  was  found  guil^  on  the  first  count,  and  not 
guilty  on  the  second  and  third  counts.  Judgment  was 
entered  up,  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  against  the 
defendant,    in  Michaelmas  term   1832 ;    upon    which 
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judgment  the  defendant  broaght  error  in  the  Ezcheqner 
Chamber. 

The  case  was  called  on  in  Hilary  term  last;  when 
Tindal  C.  J.  expressed  a  doubt  whether  the  statute, 
entitled  *^  An  Act  for  the  more  effectual  Administration 
of  Justice  in  England  and  Wales,''  11  G.4.  &  1  fF.  4. 
c.  70.  5. 8.  (a),  by  which  the  present  jurisdiction  of  the 
Exchequer  Chamber  in  error  was  created,  applied  to 
judgments  upon  indictments;  and  it  was  directed  that 
the  argument  should  be  deferred,  in  order  that  counsd 
aight  be  prepared  to  discuss  this  question,  as  well  as 
the  validity  of  the  judgment  itself.  The  case  was  after- 
wards argued,  on  the  22d  of  April,  before  Tindal  C.  J., 
Lord  Ljfndhxarst  C.  B.,  Park,  Gaselee,  and  Alderson^  Js., 
and  Vaughan,  BoUandf  and  Williams,  Bs. 


Crompton  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  As  to  the 
question  of  jurisdiction.  First,  the  rule  which  has 
sometimes  been  laid  down,  that  the  king  is  not  bound 
by  an  act  of  parliament  in  which  he  is  not  named, 
applies  only  where  the  property  or  peculiar  privileges 


(a)  Which  enacts,  **  That  writs  of  error  upon  any  judgment  given  by 
any  of  the  said  Courta  [King's  Bench»  Common  Pleas,  and  EzchequcrJ 
dhall  hereafter  be  made  returnable  only  before  the  Judges,  or  Judges 
and  Barons,  as  the  case  may  be,  of  the  other  two  Courts  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  any  law  or  statute  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding;  that  a 
transcript  of  the  record  only  shall  be  annexed  to  the  return  of  the  writ; 
and  the  court  of  error,  after  errors  are  duly  assigned  and  issue  in  error 
joined,  shaU,  at  such  time  as  the  Judges  shaU  appoint,  either  in  term  or 
Tacation,  review  the  proceedings,  and  give  judgment  as  they  shall  be 
advised  thereon ;  and  such  proceedings  and  judgment,  as  altered  or 
aflirmed,  shall  be  entered  on  the  original  record,  and  such  further  pro- 
ceeding as  may  be  necessary  thereon  shall  be  awarded  by  the  Court  in 
which  the  original  record  remains,  from  which  judgment  in  error  no  writ 
of  error  shall  lie  or  be  had,  except  the  same  be  made  returnable  in  the 
High  Court  of  Fkrliament.*' 

of 
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oF  the  crown  is  affected.     In  Com.  Dig.  Parliament^       18S4. 
R.  8.   it  is  said,  "  Generally,  the  king  shall  not  be  j^^^ 

restrained  of  a  liberty  or  a  right  which  he  had  beforcy  ^omk 
by  the  general  words  of  an  act  of  parliament,  if  the  king 
be  not  named  in  the  act''  The  authorities  which  sup* 
port  this  position  are  mostly  taken  from  times  in  which 
the  prerogative  was  highly  favoured.  They  are  col- 
lected in  WiUion  v.  Berkeley  {a\  to  which  Comfns  refers. 
He  further  says,  **  Yet,  if  a  statute  be  intended  to  give 
a  remedy  against  a  wrong,  the  king,  tho'  not  named, 
shall  be  bound  by  it :  as,  by  the  st.  32  H.  8.  £8.  to 
prevent  a  discontinuance  by  the  husband  of  the  lands 
of  his  wife  during  coverture.  R.  2  Inst.  681.  So,  in  all 
statutes  made  against  wrong  to  prevent  fraud,  or  the 
decay  of  religion,  the  king  is  bound.  iR.  5  Co.  14.  & 
And  therefore,  the  king  shall  be  bound  by  the  st, 
W.2,  1.  de  danis.  5  Co.  U.6.  So,  by  the  st.  W.2.  5. 
against  tortious  usurpations.  Ibid.  (6)  [So  the  king^ 
tho'  not  named,  is  bound  by  acts  for  the  advance 
ment  of  religion,  or  of  learning,  or  providing  for  the 
poor;  as,  the  act  10  Car.  for  uniting  livmgs  in  Ireland, 
Str.  616.]"  Com.  Dig.  ut  sig).  In  Bac.  Abr.  Prero^ 
gativet  E.  5.  (c)  it  is  said,  <*  Where  a  statute  is  genefBl, 
and  thereby  any  prerogative,  right,  title,  or  interest  is 
devested  or  taken  from  the  king,  in  such  case  the  king 
shall  not  be  bound,  unless  the  statute  is  made  by  ex- 
press words  to  extend  to  him,"  for  which  The  Case  tf 
Magdalen  College  {d)  is  cited.  The  same  Digest  men- 
tions, as  instances  in  which  the  crown  is  bound,  though 
not  expressly  named,  the  statute  of  Westm.  2.  de  donis  (^), 

(a)  Piowtlen,  239.  244.  (6)  See  2  Intt.  359. 

(c)  Vol.  tL  p.  462.  (cd.  183?.)  (dj  11  lUjh  6$.b. 

(e)  iStot.  13£dl.  c.  1. 

Vol.  I.  6  g  and 
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IbSi.       and  the  statute  of  Merton  (a),  chap.  5.9  against  usury  in 
""  doubling  the  rient,  in  the  case  of  an  infant  heir  who  has 

The  KiHO 

agdtnH  made  de&ult  in  payment;  and  the  same  statute,  c*  10, 
drdaining  that  suit  to  the  lord  may  be  done  by  attorney, 
and  stat  SI  Eliz.  c.  6.  against  simony  (5).  The  same 
oldss  df  cases  is  cited  in  Vin.  Abr.,  tit.  Statute  (E.  10.). 
The  statute  of  quia  emptores{c)  did  not  restrain  the 
king  from  creating  fresh  tenures  to  be  holden  of  him- 
self: but  a  tenure  so  created  was  not  a  subinfeudation, 
such  as  the  statute  was  passed  to  prohibit.  ZTindal  C.  J. 
The  statute  de  proerogativa  regis^  1  stat  17  Ed.  2.  c.  6. 
w^  afterwards  passed,  to  restrain  the  king^s  tenants  in 
tapite.']  Again,  by  Magna  Charta((/),  common  pleas 
must  be  holden  in  some  certain  place ;  yet  the  king  may 
sue  an  action  for  any  common  plea  before  himself  in  the 
King^s  Bench  (^):  but  this  is  because  a  contrary  con- 
atrUttion  would  have  directly  affected  the  peculiar  pre- 
rogative of  the  crown ;  a  distinction  often  taken  in  the 
early  authorities.  [Tindal  C.  J.  No  doubt  the  king  al- 
ways chooses  his  own  court.]  A  strong  instance  of  the 
exemption  of  the  king  from  the  provisions  of  a  statute  i6 
the  case  of  stat.  1.  27  Ed.  1.  c.  4.,  which  gives  a  trial  at 
Nisi  Prius  {g).  Now  there  is  no  Nisi  Prius  in  the  Court 
df  Exchequer,  but  a  particular  commission  (A).  But  the 
words  of  that  statute  are,  **  enquests  and  recognisances 
determinable  before  justices  of  either  Bench  ;^  and  there  is 
also  a  reservation,  <*  unless  it  be  an  enquestthat  requireth 
great  examination,"  which  reservation  might  be  made 

(a)  ^H,5. 

(6)  See  ffargrave^B  note,  Co,  Litt.  J2a  a.  n.  (S). 
(c)  I  Stat.  18  Ed.  U  c.  I.       (<f)  9  iJ.  3.  c  11.       (e)  9  InU.  S3.  (2). 
(g)  See  argument  in  Magdalen  College  cue,  1 1  Rep.  68.  h. 
{h)  See  B^er^  N.  P.  part?,  ch.  1.  p.  304.    S/fuf.  424.  (11).    ruu 
X.  B.  241.  A. 

appli- 
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applicable  by  the  Attorney- General,  in  any  case  affecting  1 8S4. 
the  crown,  suggesting  that  it  required  great  examination* 
In  Eegina  v.  7\ichin  (a).  Powell  J.  laid  it  down  that  the  ogaimt 
Statute  ot  amendment,  1  stat  14  EeL  S.  c.  6.,  did  not 
extend  to  the  crown,  because  the  words  there  ar^  *^  by 
challenge  of  the  party,"  and  he  said  that  the  crown  was 
never  named  in  an  act  of  parliament  by  the  name  of 
party.  It  seems,  therefore^  that,  except  for  this  ex- 
pression (which  does  not  occur  in  11  6.  4.  &  I  ^.  4. 
c  70.  5. 8.),  he  would  have  held  the  crown  to  be  bound 
even  by  the  amendment  act.  In  WilUon  v.  Berkeley  {b) 
it  was  held,  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  that  the 
king  was  bound  by  the  statute  de  donis^  and  could  not 
treat  a  gift  to  him  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  over,  a9 
a  fee  simple  conditional  at  common  law ;  and  that,  there- 
fore, his  alienation,  after  male  issue  had  (c),  should  uot 
bar  the  reversioner*  A  case  is  there  cited  in  argument 
(p.  S36.),  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  king  was  bonnd 
by  the  statute  of  additions  (liET.  5.  r.  5.),  and  there- 
fore that  the  want  of  an  addition  vitiated  an  indictment; 
perhaps,  however,  that  case  cannot  be  relied  on  here^ 
as  the  statute  of  additions  has  the  words,  <<  in  every 
original  writ  of  actions  personals,  appeals,  and  indict- 
ments," which  is  the  answer  given  to  it  in  the  aigument 
in  Plowden  (p.  240.).  In  The  Case  of  Ecclesiastical  Per- 
sons {d)  it  was  held  that  the  crown,  though  not  named, 

(a)  SXd.  Rasfm,  1066.    &  C  1  SaUh  51.   6 Mod.  S68. 

(6)  Phwd.  223.  $  ice  p.  235.  ct  Mq. 

(e)  In  fact,  Uie  alieDAtton  in  Uiat  case  had  been  made  by  the  inoe  (Sd- 
ward  the  Sixth)  who  died  without  erer  hafing  iMue ;  but  audi  iasue  had 
the  same  power  to  alien  as  the  original  donee  {Henrf  the  Serenth) 
had  while  his  tisue  li^ed.  Bae»  Abr,  EUaU  m  TaU^  toI.  ilL  p.  159. 
(cd.  1832.) 


{d)  SRep.  14. a. 
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18S4.  was  bound  by  the  stat.  13  Eliz*  c.  10.,  and  could  not  take 
a  lease  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  that  act.    And  in 

agamtt  the  third  reason  of  the  judgment  there  it  is  said,  ^^  AH 
Statutes  which  be  made  to  suppress  wrong,  or  to  take 
away  fraud,  or  to  prevent  the  decay  of  religion,  shall 
bind  the  king,  although  he  be  not  named."  In  The  Case 
of  Magdalen  CoUege  (a),  the  same  decision  was  made  as 
to  the  same  statute;  and  the  Court  laid  down  this  dis- 
tinction :  *^  That  where  the  King  has  any  prerogative, 
estate,  right,  title,  or  interest,  that  by  the  general  words 
of  an  act  he  shall  not  be  barred  of  them"(£).  So  in 
Standen  v.  UniversHy  of  Oxford  {c\  where  it  is  said  that 
the  crown  is  bound  by  the  statutes  de  doniSf  and  IS Elisu 
c.  10.,  this  distinction  is  made,  ^^  Car  la  [i.  e.  staU  \SEUz* 
c.  10.]  le  Roy  est  barre  a  faire  tort,  mes  lou  le  Roy  est  in 
title  al  ascun  interest  en  property  ceo  ne  poet  estre  toll  de 
luy  sans  speciall  mention  en  le  Statute  et  cest  distinction 
est  allowe  en  le  dit  Case  de  Magdalen  CoUedge.  L'Estatute 
de  West.  2.  {d)^  ordein  que  plenarty  per  6  moies  barra  le 
partie  que  ad  droit  sed  ceo  ne  barra  le  Roy,  car  nest 
expresse  nosme  en  le  Statute  issint  nul  Statute  de  limit- 
ation barra  luy,  car  son  prerogative  nullum  tanpusoccurrit 
Segii  ne  serra  toll  per  un  generall  statute."  That  dis- 
tinction is  not  applicable  in  the  present  case;  and  the 
same  may  be  said  as  to  all  the  statutes  of  limitations.  In 
Mex  V.  The  Archbishop  of  Armagh  {e\  it  was  held  that  an 
Irish  act  of  parliament  (10  &  1 1  Car.  1.  c.  2.  &  6.)  for  the 
consolidation  of  endowed  rectories  and  vicarages,  bound 
the  crown,  though  not  expressly  named.    There  Eyre  J. 

(o)  II  Rep.  66.  b.  (b)  74.6.  (c)   W.  Jon.  ^L,  by  Janes  J. 

(d)  1  Scat.  \5Ed.  1.  c.5.    2  Irut.  56],  (2i). 

(e)  1  Sir.  516.  S»  C,  8  Mod.  6.,  where  the  case  is  said  to  ha^e  been  on 
the  Engli^  statute,  17  Car.  2.  c.3.,  **  for  uniu'ng  churches  in  cities  and 
towns  corporate.** 

pointed 


IN  THE  Fourth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV. 


441 


pointed  out  that  the  statute  did  not  deprive  the  crown  of 
any  prior  right,  but  only  new-modelled  it,  which  may  be 
said  of  the  present  act*  The  provisions  in  the  statute  of 
frauds  {a)f  as  to  the  teste  of  the  writ,  do  not  bind  the 
king;  but  that  is  because  it  is  his  prerogative,  that,  where 
the  rights  of  the  crown  and  of  a  subject  are  in  conflict, 
that  of  the  crown  is  to  be  preferred.  So  the  ground  of 
the  exemption  of  the  crown  from  the  provisions  of  the 
statutes  of  bankrupts  is  the  interest  which  the  crown  has 
in  property,  and  its  peculiar  prerogative  of  being  pre- 
ferred to  all  other  creditors.  Here  the  title  of  the  act 
at  once  brings  it  within  the  description  which  Lord 
Coke  gives  of  the  statute  of  advowsons  (6),  ^*  a  law  that 
advanceth  right;"  which  reason  he  puts  as  shewing  that 
the  king  shall  be  bound,  though  not  named. 

Secondly,  This  is  not  an  act  limiting  or  restricting 
the  crown.  [^Tindal  C.  J.  You  need  do  no  more  than 
state  your  second  point :  the  crown  is  as  much  interested 
for  the  prisoner  as  for  the  prosecutor.  J  Besides  which, 
the  writ  of  error  may  be  needed  on  behalf  of  the  crown, 
as  in  cases  of  revenue. 

Thirdly,  The  statutes  in  pari  materia^  which  the 
legislature  must  be  presumed  to  have  had  in  view,  have 
expressly  excluded  the  cases  affecting  the  crown ;  but 
here  there  is  no  such  exclusion.  The  ancient  juris* 
diction  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  error  was  con- 
stituted by  Stat.  27  Eliz,  c.  8.  There  the  second  section 
has  the  words,  *'  other  than  such  only  where  the 
queen's  majesty  shall  be  party.''  [AUterson  J.  And 
that  act  enumerates  the  causes  of  action,  and  also  spe- 

(a)  20  Car,  2.  c.S.     See  Hex  v.  Lady  Portingttmt  I  Stdk.  1(>2.  as  to 
implied  trusts,  under  the  seTenth  section  of  the  Ninie  statute, 
(6)  1  Sut  13  Ed.  I.e.  5.   2/iw/.  359.  (0). 
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18S4.        cifies  that  the  commencement  must  be  in  the  Ringed 
"  Bench.]    Neither  kind  of  limitation  is  expressed  in  the 

ngmna  present  act.  The  stat  4  Ann.  c.  16.,  entiUed  **  An  Act 
for  the  Amendment  of  the  Law  and  the  better  Advance* 
ment  of  Justice,*'  has  an  express  exception,  in  the  seyenth 
section,  of  cases  of  treason,  felony,  or  murder,  or  upon 
penal  statute.  It  seems  difficult  to  see  how  the  act,  in- 
dependently of  the  exception,  could  have  extended  to 
indictments :  yet  the  framers  of  it  appear  to  have  thought 
that  the  nature  of  its  object,  the  amendment  of  the  law 
and  the  advancement  of  justice,  was  likely,  in  the  ab« 
sence  of  an  express  exception,  to  cause  the  act  to  be 
applied  with  the  utmost  possible  generality. 

Fourthly,  One  object  of  the  present  act  was  to  establish 
one  uniform  court  of  error.  lAlderson  J.  The  eleventh 
section  shews  that ;  it  distinguishes  the  cases  of  prac- 
tice in  which  the  courts  have  a  common  jurisdiction. 
Tindal  C.  J.  Which  means  that  the  fifteen  judges  can* 
not  make  rules  of  practice  for  criminal  cases  in  the 
King^s  Bench,  or  real  actions  in  the  Common  Pleas. 
AUerson  J.  The  ninth  section  speaks  of  felonies  and 
misdemeanours.]  And,  though  criminal  cases  are  not 
expressly  named  in  the  sixth  section,  it  cannot  be  sup- 
posed that  the  Terms  were  altered  as  to  one  class  of 
causes  and  not  as  to  another.  If  so,  all  the  venires  in 
criminal  cases  are  erroneous.  It  might  also  be  argued 
that  the  sitting  of  a  single  judge  in  a  criminal  matter 
was  not  warranted  by  the  first  section;  and  that  the 
ancient  jurisdiction  in  error,  of  the  Lord  Chancellor 
and  the  two  Chief  Justices,  must  be  preserved  in 
all  revalue  cases;  and,  perhaps,  it  may  be  said  that 
that  will  be  the  only  court  of  error  in  all  cases  what* 
ever  commenced  in  the  Exchequer,  since  the  king- 
is 
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b  fonnally  an  interested  party  in  all  such,  and  espe-  18S4. 
cially  since  that  interest  is  connected  with  p^roperty.  — — 
So^  OB  the  king  bringing  quare  impedit  in  the  Com-  jgauui 
moa  Pleas,  it  might  be  said  that  error  lay  to  the  Coprt 
of  King's  Bench,  which  Court  has  now  no  officers 
to  conduct  the  process.  The  king's  suits  r^elating  to 
revenue,  brought  in  the  King's  Bench,  n;ius;t,  ip  the 
same  way,  go  to  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  first  in- 
stance. To  e;y;^lude  these  suggestions,  the  legislature^ 
used  the  words,  ^^  any  judgment  given  by  any  of  th? 
said  Courts."  iTindal  C.J.  The  word  "any"  inr 
eludes  actions  of  replevin,  which  the  old  act  did  not 
include.]  It  is  also  by  virtue  of  the  generality  of  the 
expression,  that  actions  by  original  in  the  King's  BencJI) 
are  included. 

Lastly,  As  to  some  difficulties  which  p^ay  be  su£^ 
gested.  It  m^y  be  asked,  whether  the  exeputiion  of  sen- 
tence shall  be  suspended  in  criminal  cases  whenever  tj^e 
djG&ndant  chooses  to  bring  error.  But  the  subject  is  w^ 
entided^  as  of  right,  to  a  writ  of  error  in  cases  of  felony 
or  treason ;  and  it  has  been  doubted  whether  be  be  so 
eveu  in  cases  of  misdemeanour.  AgaiOy  it  may  be  ob- 
jected, that  the  Judges  of  the  Compion  Pleas,  and  (h^ 
Baroos  of  the  Exchequer,  are  tjLOt  properly  crimim^ 
Judges.  But,  in  fact,  they  may  be  called  on  for  their 
opinion  by  the  House  of  Lords  on  criminal  matters; 
and  they  ordinarily  receive  commissions  of  oyer  ;^nd 
terminer,  and  gaol  delivery.  Besides,  an  analogous  ob- 
jection might  be  made  to  the  jurisdiction  in  error  of  the 
Justices  of  the  King's  Bench  and  the  Barons  of  the 
Exchequer  upon  real  actions,  or  to  the  ancient  juris* 
diction  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  the  two  Chief 
Justices  in  error  on  matters  of  revenue.  ITindal  C.J. 
G  g  4  Lord 
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IdSi-.        Lord  Coke  says  (a),  ihat  Bradoris  expression  resptcting 

~~        the  Justices  of  the  King^s  Bench,  "  qui  proprias  caasas 

ngmnu        regias  terminant,^  includes  their  jurisdiction  in  all  cases 

of  error,  and  that  these  may  well  be  called  propria  causa 

regU.^ 

The  question  on  the  present  record  turns  upon  the 
words  in  the  bdictment»  <'  by  a  certain  wall  there** 
^*  extending  into  the  said  highway."  [Lord  Ufud- 
hurst  C.  B.  Suppose  the  whole  description  of  the  road* 
put  into  a  parenthesis.]  A  parenthesis  cannot  be  sup- 
plied in  an  indictment.  The  words  there  and  said  must 
be  referred  to  the  last  antecedent.  Uncertainty  as  to  time 
and  place  vitiates  an  indictment ;  1  Stark.  C.  P.  c.  4. 
p.  65.  {b)  In  Lor^e  v.  Atkins  {c\  a  plaintiff  declared, 
in  an  inferior  court  at  Beading^  that  the  defendant  in 
consideration  of  carrying  goods  of  B.  from  Beading  to 
London^  adtunc  et  ibidem  assumed,  &c  The  ibidem 
was  referred  to  London^  so  as  to  take  the  contract  out 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  inferior  court*  [Lord  Lgfnd- 
hurst  C.  B.  There  the  word  might  have  been  referred 
to  either  antecedent:  here  the  sense  allows  you  to  refer 
it  to  only  one.  Tindal  C.  J.  Qgk's  case  {d)  is  in  your 
fiivour;  there  the  indictment  stated  that  A.  B.  at  N. 
made  an  assault  upon  C  Z>*  ^  JFl,  and  him  adtunc  et 
ibidem  with  a  certam  sword  percussit,  &c.]  It  was 
said  there,  that  if  the  indictment  referred  to  both  places 
it  was  impossible,  and  ^*  if  only  to  one^  it  must  refer  to  the 
la^^  and  then  it  is  insHnsible"  Besides,  it  is  not  enough 
that  a  particular  construction  will  make  sense :  the  word 
there  is  technical,  and  is  necessarily  referred  to  the  last 

fa)  4  Insi,  c  7.  p.  71.  (6)  2d  edit.  (1822). 

<c)  Conu  Dig.  PanU,  (A.  14.)f  2  Roll.  Ah.  PatoU,  (E.)  p.  252.  I.  19. 

(d)  2  Hd.  P.  C.  180. 

antecedent : 
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antecedent:  the  same  was  held  in  the  case  even  of  an        18S4. 
obligation,  as  to  the  w<Nrd  he^  although  the  last  ante-     _^ 
cedent  was  in  a  parenthesis;  Mancester  v.  Dover (a\        as^omn 
[Lord  lyndhurst  C.  B.  There  the  construction  adopted 
made  sense.     Tindal  C.  J.   Is  not  the  last  antecedent 
the  last  word  which  can  be  made  an  antecedent  so  as 
to  have  a  meaning?]     In   Walfordv.  Anthony  {b)  there 
were  three  defendants;   and  the  declaration  used  the 
words  *^  a  close  of  the  said  defendant/*  and  it  was  held 
an  ambiguity,  and  not  a  reference  to  the  last  defendant 
named.    [Lord  Ijfndhurst  C.  B.  Because  any  one  of  the 
defendants  might  be  understood.] 

Tindal  C.  J.  We  do  not  propose  to  hear  counsel  on 
the  other  side^  on  the  point  of  jurisdiction. 

Starkief  for  the  crown,  stated  that  he  had  not  been 
instructed  to  question  the  jurisdiction.  As  to  the  record. 
In  FincKs  Ditcoune  ofLcem^  book  i.  chap.  S.,  it  is  said, 
*^  Words  of  construction  must  be  referred  to  the  next 
antecedent,  where  the  matter  itself  doth  not  hinder  it  (c).'' 
In  Gmer's  case  {d)^  an  indictment  for  murder  had  the 
words,  '*  John  Gtder^  husband  to  the  said  Emelin  Chiier 
of  Hambridge  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid,  yeo- 
man ;"  and  it  was  held,  that  as  *<  yeoman"  must  refer  to 
John  GuieTj  and  not  to  Emelin  Gtder^  the  county  also 
related  to  the  husband.  Besides,  if  sensible  matter  be 
alleged,  insensible  matter  following  may  be  rejected,  if 
the  indictment  will  be  good  without  it.    In  Bex  v.  Mor^ 

(a)  S  JZoff.  Jkr.  Paroih  (£•)  p-  253.  1 12.  Cbm.  Dig.  ParoU,  (A.  14.) 
{b)  8Bing.75. 

(c)  Page  8.  in  the  En^tiah  tnuislAtion,  1759.     The  origins)  French 
(3  b.  ed.  1613)  does  notconuin  the  qualification;  but  Guier^sc^se  is  cited. 
(d>  1  Dyery  46. 6. 

ris 
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1884.       m  (a)  the  indictment  stated  that  Francis  Morris^  the 
gf)od&  fuid  chattels,  &c.  feloniously  did  receive  and  have; 

^inu^  be  the  said  Thomas  Morris  then  and  there  well  knowing 
the  said  goods  &c.  to  have  been  feloniously  stolen,  &c«; 
ftfid  the  words  ^*  the  said  Thprnas  Morris  "  were  rejected 
as  surplusage^  the  indictment  being  sensible  and  good 
without  them.    £He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Cur.  ado.  vuU. 

TiJTDAL  C«  J*  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 
Some  doubt  havmg  occurred  to  the  Coui%  whether  its 
jurisdiction  extended  to  the  case  of  criminal  proceedings 
broogbt  by  writ  of  error  from  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
we  requested  this  point  might  be  discussed  before  we 
heard  the  argument  in  the  case  itself.  Such  discussion 
J^as  accordingly  taken  place ;  and,  i(  we  had  still  enter- 
lained  any  doubt  upon  the  subject,  we  should  have  di- 
rected an  argument  by  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown 
b^re  all  the  Judges.  But  we  are  perfecdy  satisfied 
that,  upon  the  proper  construction  of  the  statute  by 
which  this  Court  is  constituted,  we  have  jurisdiction 
over  criminal  as  well  as  civU  cases,  when  brought  before 
us  by  writ  of  error. 

The  act  itself  is  entitled^  ^^  An  Act  Sot  the  more 
effectual  Administcstion  of  Justice  in  England  and 
Wales/*  and  the  preamble  of  the  act  declares  its  in-^ 
Cention  to  be,  **  to  make  more  effectuM  provision  for 
the  administration  of  juslioe  in  England  and  Wales." 
And  again,  the  eighth  section,  by  which  this  Court  is 
constituted,  is  expressed  in  terms  the  most  general  and 
ample^  "  That  writs  of  error,  upon  any  judgment  given 

(a}   1  Leachf  CC  109.  (e<L4.  1815),  ca  65.  p.  109. 

by 
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by  amf  of  the  said  Courts,  shall  hereafter  be  made  re*       18S4. 
tumable  only  before  the  Judges  or  Judges  and  Barons,      JI^IT' 

as  the  case  may  be,  of  the  other  two  Courts,  m  Che        agam$t 

WmiaiiT. 
Exchequer  Chamber/'    In  the  case,  therefore,  of  an  act 

of  parliament  passed  expressly  for  the  further  advance* 
ment  of  justice,  and  in  its  particular  enactment  tuing 
terms  so  comprehensive  as  to  include  all  cases  brought 
up  by  writ  of  error,  we  think  there  is  neither  authori^ 
nor  principk  for  implying  the  exception  of  criminal 
cases,  upon  the  ground  that  the  king,  as  the  public  pro* 
secntor,  is  not  expressly  mentioned  in  the  act.  By  such 
a  construction  of  the  act,  its  object  and  intent  can  best 
be  attained :  and  it  may  be  observed,  that  no  difficulty 
can  follow  from  this  construction,  as  to  the  carrying  into 
effect  the  judgment  pronounced  by  this  Court  in  criminal 
cases ;  the  statute  having  directed  that  a  transcript  only 
of  the  record  shall  be  annexed  to  the  return  of  the  writ 
of  error;  and  that  the  judgment,  when  altered  or 
affirmed,  shall  be  entered  on  the  original  record,  and  M 
further  proceedings  shall  be  awarded  by  the  Court  in 
which  the  original  record  remains. 

With  respect  to  the  error  assigned  in  this  particular 
case,  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  it  is  not  available,  and 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  ought  to  be  af- 
firmed. The  indictment  alleges  that  the  defendant,  at 
the  township  of  Wavertree^  in  the  county  ofLancaster^  in 
and  upon  a  common  highway  there^  leading  from  a  cer- 
tain public  road  (of  which  the  termini  are  described)  4o 
a  certain  other  public  road  (of  which  the  termini  are 
also  described,  and  which  are  from  Waveriree  to  the 
township  of  Little  WoolU(m\  by  a  certain  wall  there^ 
extending  into  the  said  highway,  unlawfully  hath  en- 
croached;  and  it  is  contended   in   argument  by  the 

plaiiitifF 
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18S4.        plaintiff  in  error,  that  the  latter  word  there  must,  of 

necessity,  be  referred  to  the  last  antecedent,  that  is,  to 

The  KiKo 
agpuut        Little  WooUon.     The  answer  appears  to  us  to  be,  that 

the  only  way  of  reading  the  indictment  so  as  to  make 
sense  of  it,  is  by  considering  the  township  of  LitUe 
WooUon  to  be  stated  in  the  indictment  merely  as  the 
terminus  of  one  of  the  two  cross  highways ;  and  in  that 
case  there  can  be  no  ambiguity  in  the  indictment,  as 
the  word  there  cannot  refer  to  that  highway,  but  must, 
of  necessity,  refer  to  the  highway  in  question,  namely, 
that  at  Wavertree.  And  we  think  if  there  is  no  neces- 
sary ambiguity  in  the  construction  of  the  indictment,  we 
are  bound  not  to  create  one,  by  reading  the  indictment 
in  the  only  way  which  will  make  it  unintelligible.  In 
Ogl^B  case  {a)  the  sense  b  ambiguous :  the  assault  may 
as  well  have  been  made  at  N.  in  the  county  aforesaid,  as 
at  F.  in  the  county  aforesaid,  of  which  place  the  defend- 
ant is  described  by  his  addition.  It  is  just  as  sensible, 
whether  the  reference  is  made  to  the  one  or  to  the  other. 
There  was,  therefore,  an  uncertainty  in  that  case,  which 
was  held  to  be  fatal.  But  in  this  case,  the  nuisance  by 
erecting  a  wall,  which  is  local,  must  be  at  Wavertree^ 
where  the  road  has  already  been  described  to  be:  it 
could  not  possibly  be  at  WooUon.  There  is,  therefore, 
no  uncertainty,  and  the  word  there  must  consequently 
be  held  to  refer  to  the  only  antecedent  which  can  make 
sense  of  the  indictment,  that  is,  to  Waverlree.  We 
think  the  authority  cited  from  FincVs  Law  is  decisive. 
Upon  the  whole,  we  are  of  opinion  the  judgment  must 
be  affirmed. 

Judgment  of  King's  Bench  affirmed  (6). 

(fl)  2  HaL  P.  C.  ISa 

(6)  See  iZex  ▼.  CountesthorjM:,  2  B.  ^-  Ad,  487. 
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18S4. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

(Error  from  the  King's  Bench.) 

Bayley  against  Drever  and  Others. 


May  loth. 


I^RROR  from  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.    The  de-  NGD-pftyiDcnt 
fendants  in  error  declared  below  against  the  plain-  ^J^*^ 
tiffin  error,  in  debt,  upon  stat  2  &  3  £rf.  6.  c.  IS.,  for  ^^^^ 
not  setting  out  tithes,  and   claimed   the  treble  value.  prcMimptioo, 

togotoajurjr. 

The  defendants  in  error  claimed   as  lay  proprietors  ofagnmtof 

tbedtbetoUie 

of  tithes  of  corn,  grain,  and  hay,  of  land  in  the  parish  Undowner. 
of  Presthwry^  in  the  county  of  Chester^  occupied   by  a  right  to  aU 
the  plaintiff  in  error ;  and  from  the  bill  of  particulars  !„"»  lay  ^^ 
it  appeared  that  the  demand  was  limited  to  the  single  toaSwn time, 
or  treble  value  of  the  tithe  of  hay.    On  the  trial  be-  "d  of  «!>•'«- 

"  oeipt  of  toe 

fore  BoUand  B.,  at  the  Chester  Summer  assizes  1831,  com  tithe  iiDce 

that  time  bj 

the  defendants  in  error  proved  the  grant  of  (among  aoother  partj, 

M  evideoce 
Other  things)  the  rectory  and  tithes,  of  all  kinds,  of  the  from  which  a 

parish  of  Prestlnny^  by  letters  patent  of  Queen  Elizabeth^  they  think  fit, 

to.  Thomas  Leigh  and  certain  other  persons,  in  the  year  ^{  the  tith«^ 

1579,  and  a  deed  of  partidon  in   1686,  whereby  the  nfe^Jidlm- 

otlier  grantees  released  and  conveyed  the  same  rectory  JJJ^'/'tter"* 

and  tithes  to  Thomas  Leigh,     They  also  gave  in  evi-  P*^»  ■b^* 

thcrafore,  the 

dence  leases  of  the  tithes,  of  all  kinds,  in  the  township  latter,  io  nip. 

port  of  a 

of  I/noer  Withington,  in  the  parish  of  Prestbury,  within  claim  for  haj 
which  township  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  were  docunMmL^^ 
situate,  granted  by  different  members  of  the  family  of  ^^  of  Uy 
Leighj  for  terms  of  years  which  had  since  expired;  the  |J^52i[|2'|- 

earliest  tbeprceumed 
grantor. 
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1884. 


Batut 
agamU 
Dkstbju 


earliest  dated  in  1705^  the  latest  in  1799.  Payments  of 
rent  under  some  of  these  leases  were  shewn  to  have  been 
made  to  the  Leigh  family.  Parol  evidence  was  also 
given,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  in  error,  of  the  col* 
lection  and  receipt  on  account  of  the  Leigh  family,  or 
their  lessees,  of  certain  rents  or  money  payments  in  lieu 
of  tithe;  and  some  of  the  witnesses  deposed,  that  in 
valuing  the  different  fiurms  in  the  parish  (including  that 
of  the  plaintiff  in  error),  for  the  purpose  of  tithe,  they, 
uniformly  up  to  the  period  of  the  dispute,  took  into 
account;  the  value  of  the  hay.  It  appeared,  however, 
that  the  valuation  in  the  whole  did  not  exceed  what 
would  be  a  fair  estimate  of  the  com  tithe  alone ;  that  the 
addition  of  hay  tithe  would  have  nearly  doubled  the 
amount  received ;  that,  except  in  one  or  two  instances, 
no  tithe  of  hay  had  ever  been  taken  in  kind ;  that  about 
the  year  1816  disputes  arose  between  the  tithe-owners 
and  the  parishioners  respecting  the  right  to  hay  tithe ; 
that  the  parishioners,  when  it  was  specifically  clumed, 
altogether  refused  to  pay  it;  and  that,  since  that  period, 
the  com  tithe  alone  had  been  valued  and  collected.  It 
further  appeared,  that  in  the  year  I S22  Bu^ard  Le^h 
died,  and  that  since  that  time  the  com  tithe  or  a  money 
equivalent  had  been  received  on  account  of  the  defendants 
in  error ;  but  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  perception  of 
hay  tithe  by  them,  or  on  their  account.  The  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  in  error  objected  to  the  leases  being  put  to 
the  jury  as  evidence  of  the  perception  of  the  hay  tithe, 
on  the  ground  of  the  want  of  proof  of  connection  in 
title,  as  to  the  hay  tithe,  between  the  lessors  and  the 
defendants  in  error.  The  learned  Judge  over-ruled  the 
objection,  atid  admitted  the  evidence.  He  further  told 
the  jury,  in  summing  up,  that  no  presumption  of  a  grant 

of 
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of  the  hay  tithe  could  be  made,  even  as  against  a  lay  1884. 
impropriator,  from  the  non-payment  of  the  hay  tithe* 
The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  excepted  to  the 
admission  of  the  leases^  and  also  to  the  direction  of  the 
learned  Judge.  There  were  other  exceptions,  which 
were  not  discussed  on  the  present  argument,  nor  noticed 
in  the  judgment  The  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for 
the  defendants  in  error,  and  judgment  having  been 
entered  up  thereon  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  the 
present  writ  of  error  Was  brought 

The  case  was  argued  before  Tindal  C.  J.)  Lord 
Lyndhutsi  C.  B.,  Parky  Oaselee^  and  Bosanquei  Js.,  and 
BoUand  and  Gumey  Bs. 

J.  H.  LUyd  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  Of  the  two 
questions  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the  Court, 
the  most  important  is  the  general  question  as  to  the 
doctrine  of  presumption  against  a  lay  impropriator. 
Assuming,  as  will  probably  not  be  disputed,  that  there 
was  some  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  from  whence  a 
presumption  might  be  drawn,  it  becomes  an  abstract 
question  of  law,  which  may  be  considered  apart  from 
the  evidence  set  out  in  the  bill  of  exceptions;  and, 
in  point  of  law,  the  doctrine,  that  no  presumption  of 
a  grant  can  be  made  against  a  lay  rector  from  con- 
tinued non-payment  alone,  cannot  be  maintained.  That 
doctrine  is  undoubtedly  supported  by  authorities;  but 
a  careful  examination  of  the  reasoning  on  which  it 
is  founded  will  shew  that  it  rests  on  a  fallacy.  It 
is  admitted  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  that  no  such  pre* 
sumption  can  be  made  against  a  spiritual  rector,  inas- 
much as  he  has  not  the  power  to  make  such  a  grant 
It  is  also  admitted^  that  a  layman  cannot,  unless  he 

derive 
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1834.  derive  title  through  a  religious  house  before  the  dis- 
solution of  monasteries,  set  up  against  the  owner  of 
tithes,  whether  lay  or  spiritual,  a  claim  of  prescriptioe 
exemption.  And  from  this  latter  proposition  the 
doctrine  now  in  question  seems  to  have  taken  its  origin ; 
the  argument  being,  that  i^  from  mere  nonpayment  of 
tithes,  the  presumption  of  a  grant  were  to  arise,  this 
would,  in  effecif  amount  to  a  prescription  in  non  deci- 
mando.  But  the  reasoning  on  which  the  prescription 
is  held  inadmissible,  though  unquestionably  sound,  is 
technical  merely.  There  can  be  no  prescription^ 
because,  before  the  dissolution  of  monasteries,  which  is 
within  legal  memory,  a  layman,  except  in  the  case 
before  adverted  to,  could  not  himself  enjoy,  or  be 
exempted  from  the  payment  of  tithes.  But  after  this 
period,  when  tithe  came,  as  in  the  present  instance^ 
into  lay  hands,  it  acquired  all  the  qualities  of  lay 
property  generally;  that  is  to  say,  it  could  be  dis- 
posed of,  or  granted  away,  in  whole  or  in  part,  just 
as  land  or  rents  might  have  been.  Now  as  to  all 
other  property,  the  Courts  not  only  admit  but  favour 
a  presumption  arising  from  long  enjoyment,  and  no 
reason  can  be  assigned  why  the  same  indulgence 
should  not  be  extended  to  ecclesiastical  property  in  lay 
hands.  In  substance  it  makes  no  difference,  whether 
there  is  a  long  continued  perception  of  tithe,  or  a  long 
continued  exemption  from  payment.  From  the  one 
arises  the  reasonable  inference  of  a  grant,  from  the 
other  a  like  presumption  of  a  release,  on  the  principle 
that  otherwise  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  party 
originally  entitled  would  forego  the  exercise  of  a  bene^ 
ficial  right.  This  doctrine  of  presumption,  in  ordinary 
cases,  is  familiar;  but  its  applicaticm  to  tithe  is  denied. 

Such 
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Such  a  diatinction,  however,  is  unjast  and  inconsistent  ISSi. 
Suppose,  for  instance,  that  a  lay  i-ector  had,  many  years  r 
ago,  as  be  had  undoubted  power  to  do,  on  good  consider-  ag^dna 
ation,  granted  away  or  released  by  deed  a  portion  of  bis 
tithe;  that  the  property  so  released  from  tithe  had  passed 
in  regular  descent,  without  alienation  or  lease,  through 
two  or  three  generations  from  the  original  grantee  or  re- 
lessee;  and  that,  by  accident  or  time,  the  original  deed 
were  lost;  there  would  then  be  no  evidence  of  the  exist* 
ence  of  such  grant  or  release  but  the  fact  of  non-pay« 
ment:  yet,  upon  the  present  doctrine,  the  Court  would 
reject  the  reasonable  presumption  of  such  deed  having 
existed,  and  would  give  back  to  the  lay  rector  what^  he 
had  once  bargained  away*  According  to  this  doctrine, 
length  of  enjoyment,  which  confirms  all  other  rightSi 
would  serve  only  to  weaken  this,  by  destroying  the 
documentary  evidence  of  title  without  giving  an  equiva« 
lent  presumption  in  its  favour.  IThe  Court  here  in- 
timated, that  whatever  the  reasonableness  of  the  doc-* 
trine,  they  should  probably  feel  themselves  bound  by 
the  authorities.]  The  cases  are  all  collected  in  Eagle 
on  Tithes^  c.  3.  s.  6. ;  and  on  examination  it  will  be 
found  that  they  proceed,  for  the  most  part,  on  the 
notion  that  a  claim  of  exemption  founded  on  non-pay- 
ment was,  in  fact,  a  prescription  in  non  dedmandog  and 
the  propriety  of  the  decisions  themselves  has  been  fre- 
quently called  in  question.  [Lord  Lgfndhursi  C.  B. 
The  conclusion  at  which  Mr.  Eagle  arrives  is  this :  — 
'^  The  determinations  upon  this  very  important  question 
go  to  rbis  extent,  that  mere  non*payment  is  undoubtedly 
not,  even  amcrngst  laymen,  any  answer  to  the  demand 
of  tithes.  But  there  has  not  always  been  a  uniformity 
of  opinion  on  thb  point  among  the  judges;  and  some 
Vol.  I.  H  h  even 
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1884.  even  of  those  who  have  thought  themselves  obliged  to 
submit  to  the  authority  of  the  decided  cases,  have 
expressed  themselves  dissatisfied  with  the  principle  on 
which  those  decisions  are  founded  (a)  "2  The  author, 
while  he  states  the  prevailing  doctrine,  evidently  con- 
siders the  law  on  this  point  to  be  both  unsettled  and  un- 
satis&ctory.  In  Medley  v.  Tcdny  {b)  (in  1696)  the  grant 
was  presumed  by  the  Court  against  a  layman,  on  evidence 
of  non-payment  for  forty-four  years  only.  {Gaselee  J. 
In  Nagle  v.  Edwards  {c\  in  1796,  Macdonatd  C.  B.  says, 
that  the  point,  though  once  donbted,  seems  now  set 
at  rest,  and  that  there  is  no  difference  between  a  lay 
and  an  ecclesiastical  rector.]  In  Fandutw  v.  More  {d)f 
Baron  Clarke  says,  that  although  the  authorities  against 
a-  prescription  in  turn  decimando  are  very  great,  yet  the 
reason  grows  weaker  every  day;  that  discharges  have 
been  often  purchased  from  lay  impropriators,  and  that 
the  grants  may  be  lost;  and  then  he  points  out  the 
inconsistency  of  the  refusal  to  allow  the  presumption 
with  admitted  legal  principles.  [Lord  Lyndhurst  C.  B. 
But  he  ends  with  submitting  to  it.  Tindal  C.  J. 
There  is  no  collateral  circumstance  from  which  a 
grant  can  be  inferred  here.  The  case  therefore  comes 
to  this:  there  are  two  modes  in  which  your  claim  to 
the  exemption  might  be  set  up ;  one  of  these  is  bad ; 
and  you  say  that  we  must,  therefore,  put  it  upon  the 
other.  Every  prescription  in  non  decimando  might  be 
open  to  such  an  argument.]  If  the  same  evidence  would 
raise  both  claims,  the  jury,  as  one  was  legally  impossible, 
would  fix  on  the  other,  as  the  more  probable  of  the  two. 
[Lord  Lyndhurst  C.  B.  You  might  apply  that  to  the  case 

(b)  cifi.  (S.  Tol.i.  p.9S.  (6)  1  £4^.4^ y.  690.   86W.559. 

(c)  3  Afutr.  705.  2  Eag.  f  F.  438.   4  Gw.  1444. 
{d)  2  Eag,  i  F.  92.    2  Gw,  781. 

,  of 
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of  a  spiritual  rector :  an  exemption  from  his  daim  m^ht  1884. 
have  a  legal  origin.]  The  jury  may  choose.  [Lord 
L^ndhurst  C.  R  There  is  no  evidence  besides  that  of 
non-payment ;  and,  therefore,  upon  the  authorities,  there 
was  nothing  to  go  to  the  jury.]  It  must  be  admitted  that 
the  decisions  appear  to  go  to  that  extent  But  The 
Aldermen  and  Burgesses  ofBwry  v.  Egoans  (a)  was  merely 
a  question  on  prescription  in  non  decmando*  Lord  Bjt* 
desdale  in  Norbwy  v.  Meade  {b)  intimated  a  strong  opinion 
in  favour  of  allowing  the  presumption  now  contended  for. 
Upon  the  other  point,  no  connection  in  tide  has  been 
shewn  between  the  plaintifis  below  and  the  fiimily  of  the 
Leighsj  so  &r  as  the  hay  tithe  is  concerned ;  and,  conse^ 
quently,  the  leases  were  not  admissible  in  evidence.^ 
Assuming  the  title  of  the  Leighs  to  be  established,  there- 
is  nothing  but  the  perception  of  the  com  uthe  by  the 
plainuffs  below,  which  may  well  consist  with  this, —  that 
there  had  been  a  lease  to  them  from  the  Leighs  of  the 
com  tithe  alone.  The  leases  were  offered  in  evidence^  for 
the  purpose  of  shewing  a  right  to  the  tithe  of  hay;  and 
granting  that  they  are  evidence  of  such  a  right  in  the 
&mily  of  Leigh,  how  can  they  be  made  available  to  the 
plaintiffs  below,  who  have  not  connected  themselves 
directly  in  title  with  that  family,  and  have  claimed  and 
enjoyed  only  the  tithe  of  corn  ? 

[Upon  this  point  the  Court  intimated  that  the  per- 
ception of  the  com  tithe  was  at  all  events  good  primft 
facie  evidence  of  a  title  to  the  Uthe  generally ;  and  that 
what  was  evidence,  therefore,  in  favour  of  a  former  owner, 
would  be  equally  evidence  for  the  party  who  had  the 
perception  of  the  com  tithe  now.] 

(a)  2  C^m.  Rqh  643.    £w^.  345.     2  Eag.  4;  F.  73.    S  Gw.  757. 
(6)  3  BUgk,  211. 

H  h  3  Tenq>le 
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lSS4f.  Temple  contr^  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 


DSEVXI. 


Bailwt 

againH  Lord  Lyndhurst  C.  B.     I  was  always  much  struck 

with  the  arguments  which  have  been  urged  in  favour  of 
the  presumption  of  a  grant     But  the  decisions  are  too 
strong  to  be  over-ruled  by  us  in  this  Court,  whatever 
weight  the  objections  may  have  in  another  place. 
The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Judgment  of  the  King^s  Bench  affirmed. 


Baxter  and  Another,    Assignees  of  Hill, 
against  Pritchard. 

b^^lSTrf'  TROVER  for  certain  articles  of  furniture  and  stock 
bis  whole  stock,         in  trade*     The  first  count  alleged  a  possession  by 

with  intent  to  °  \ 

abscond  from  HUl  the  bankrupt,  and  a  finding  by  the  defendant 
and  csrry  off  before  the  bankruptcy,  and  charged  a  conversion  after 
money,  is'not  ^^^  bankruptcy.  The  second  count  laid  the  possession 
ropt^,°wbro^"  ^^  ^^®  plaintiffs  as  assignees.  Plea,  not  guilty.  The 
the  purcbaaer  defendant  gave  notice  of  disputing  the  petitioning  ere* 
for  the  goods,     ditor's  debt,  the  trading,  and  the  act  of  bankruptcy* 

and  IS  Ignorant  °  '^    '' 

of  the  trader's  On  the  trial  before  Denman  C.  J.  at  the  London  sittings 
design. 

after  Trinity  term   183S,  the  only  question  ultimately 

in  dispute  was,  whether  an  assignment  made  by  Hili  to 
the  defendant  constituted  an  act  of  bankruptcy  ?  as  to 
which  the  following  facts  were  proved.  HUly  being  in 
trade  as  an  oil  and  colour  man,  on  the  9th  of  December 
18S1,  by  several  deeds,  assigned  to  the  defendant  the 
lease  of  certain  premises  held  by  him  (Hill),  and  all  his 
book  debts,  furniture,  fixtures,  stock  in  trade^  and  effects. 
The  property  sold  was  taken  at  a  valuation.  Hill  ob- 
tained 


Faitchaei>. 
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tiuned  the  purchase  moneyi  and  absconded  for  America.  •  1834. 
The  jury  expressly  found  that  Hill  had  made  the  assign-  r 
ment  with  the  intention  of  defrauding  his  creditors^  but 
that  the  defendant  was  no  party  to  the  fraud.  The 
Lord  Chief  Justice  thought  that,  on  these  fiu^ts,  the 
assignment  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  he  directed 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiflP,  reserving  leave  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit  Sir  James  Scarlett  obtained  a  rule  ac- 
cordingly in  Michaelmas  term  1833.  In  Easter  term 
last  {April  30th), 

Sir  Jckn  Campbell^  Attorney-General,  and  FoUett^ 
shewed  cause  (a).  This  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy  within 
two  clauses  of  the  third  section  of  stat  6  6. 4.  c.  16. 
First,  the  trader  has  made  a  fraudulent  grant  or  convey- 
ance of  his  goods ;  secondly,  he  has  made  a  fraudulent 
gift,  delivery,  or  transfer  of  his  goods.  It  is  true  that  the 
jury  have  n^atived  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  defendant; 
but  they  have  found  fraud  on  the  part  of  Hi?/.  HilCs 
act,  if  valid,  would  have  the  eflfect  of  preventing  the 
rateable  distribution  of  his  property  under  the  bankrupt 
laws;  and  this  being  the  fraud  contemplated  by  the 
legislature,  it  is  complete  without  any  fraud  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant.  On  this  principle,  any  voluntary 
preference  is  now  an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  and,  even  while 
it  was  no  act  of  bankruptcy  unless  made  by  deed,  trover 
or  money  had  and  received  would  lie  in  all  cases  of 
such  preference,  agamst  the  receiver.  Tet  a  voluntary 
preference  may  be  given,  without  any  fraud  on  the  part 
of  the  person  preferred.  Not  only  may  there  be,  as  in 
the  case  last  put,  an  act  of  bankruptcy  effected  by  a 
transfer,  where  the  receiver  is  not  aware  that  creditors 

(a)  B«ibra  Dtnman  C.  J.,  IMedtOe^  Piaiiepm,  and  frUHamt  Ju 

Hh  3  wiU 
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18S4.  wOl  be  defrauded*  but  also  there  may,  on  the  other  hand* 
be  a  transfer  where  the  receiver  has  knowledge  of  the 
trader's  insolvency,  and  yet  no  act  of  bankruptcy,  as  in 
the  case  of  a  creditor  who  obtains  a  preference  by  menace 
or  importunity.  The  privity  of  the  receiver  is  therefore 
no  test,  either  way,  of  the  existence  of  the  fraud  contem- 
plated by  the  legislature.  The  cases  respecting  fraudu- 
lent assignments,  antecedent  to  the  passing  of  the  statute 
of  6  6. 4.  c.  16.,  are  applicable  to  the  present  question, 
excepting  only  that  a  deed  is  no  longer  requisite  to  per- 
fisct  the  act.  Now  the  cases  may  be  distributed  into 
two  classes :  first,  where  there  was  fraud  at  common  law, 
or  under  the  statute  IS  Elix.  c.  5.,  in  which  class  of  cases 
there  is  no  fraud  unless  both  parties  be  privy;  secondly, 
where  the  fraud  consists  in  evading  the  bankrupt  laws, 
in  which  class  fraud  may  exist,  though  one  party  be 
not  privy.  The  cases  are  collected  in  Lord  Herders 
Diged  of  the  Bankrupt  Law,  ch.  2.  s.  2.  (a)  The  second 
head  of  fraudulent  assignments,  there  given  (6),  compre- 
hends assignments  which  are  fraudulent,  as  being  against 
the  policy  of  the  bankrupt  law ;  and  it  appears,  from  the 
authorities  there^  that  it  has  been  held  that  the  assignm^t 
of  all  a  trader's  property,  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors, 
is  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  because  it  incapacitates  the  per- 
son assignmg  from  carrying  on  trade  (c).  lUttledale  J. 
Have  you  any  instance  where  a  sale  has  been  held  an  act 
of  bankruptcy,  if  the  trader  got  as  much  as  he  parted 

(a)  Page  26.  (3d  ed.  1832.)  (b)  Page  27. 

(c)  Page  28.  See  Lard  Mansfieid  in  Comptonr.  Bedford,  I  IF.  JSL  362.  i 
in  Devon  ▼.  Wattst  1  Doiig'  98. ;  in  Buieher  ▼.  Snito,  ib.  296.  ;  and  in 
Marmtm  ▼.  Fishar,  I  Coutp,  123. ;  and  Lord  £Uenbonmg^  in  Tappenden  ▼• 
BurgesMf  4  East,  255.  But  see  Lord  EldorC*  remarka,  in  Et  parte  Bowmet 
l6Fc»,  148.,  on  JTettle  ▼.  ffammund,  Co,  B,  X.  89.,  and  his  judgment 
in  XhMon  ▼.  Moniion,  17  Fes,  198,  199. 

with.^ 
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with?]  Lord  MansfiekTs  jadgment  in  JVorseley  v.  De^  18S4. 
nutitas{a)  goes  that  length.  The  enforcement  of  this 
rule  may  be  a  hardship  upon  the  purchaser;  but  this  tigahui 
the  law  will  work,  rather  than  permit  a  fraud  upon  the 
bankrupt  laws.  No  man  should  take  such  an  assignment 
without  satisfying  himself  that  there  are  no  creditors. 
In  Cooke  ▼.  Ccddecott  (&)  it  was  left  to  the  jury,  whether 
the  party  receiving  the  transfer  had  reason  to  know 
that  the  trader  was  defrauding  his  creditors;  but  there 
the  sale  was  only  of  a  part  of  the  property,  so  that  the 
bd  of  the  trader  being  incapacitated  from  carrying  on 
trade  did  not  arise.  And  in  Ward  v.  Clarke  {c)  the 
jury  were  told  to  consider  whether,  from  the  circumstances 
of  the  sale,  the  purchaser  must  not  have  known  that  it 
was  not  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business ;  but  there 
the  only  question  was,  whether  the  purchaser  was  within 
the  protection  of  the  eighty-second  section  of  stat.  6  6. 4. 
c.  16.,  on  the  ground  of  the  transaction  having  been  bond 
fie  ?  Here  there  is  a  sale  of  all  the  property,  with  an 
intent,  on  the  part  of  the  seller,  to  abscond  with  the 
money,  and  defraud  his  creditors.  \Patieson  J.  In  the 
cases  where  a  deed  of  assignment  has  been  held  to  be 
an  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  transfer  itself,  independently 
of  the  collateral  fact  of  the  seller's  intention  as  to  his  own 
future  proceedings,  has  been  held  to  be  a  fraud  on  the 
creditors :  you  are  seeking  to  incorporate  such  an  intent 
into  the  transaction,  in  order  to  make  out  the  assignment 
to  be  a  fraud.] 

Sir  Jame^  Scarlett  and  Hutchinson  in  support  of  the 
rule.    The  question  which  has  been  put,  whether  a  sale 

(a)  1  Umit.  467.     Sm  IIm  ooneluiion  of  the  judgmeDt,  p.  484. 
(6)  if.$if.588.  (c)  M.4:»i.  497. 

Hh  4  has 
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has  been  held  to  be  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  if  the  trader 
got  as  much  as  he  parted  with,  decides  this  case.     It  has 
agahui        never  been  so  held.     [JF.  Pollock,  amicus  curia,  said  that 

PmrcHAAOi. 

the  contrary  had  been  decided  in  a  case  of  Rose  v.  Hrri/- 
cock  (a).]     It  is  not,  in  itself,  an  act  of  bankruptcy  for  a 

trader 


(a)  Rose  against  Haycock. 

A  «a2r  of  the       Thu  was  an  action  of  troTer,  tried  before  Mr.  Baron  HuUocky  at  Xon- 
^jjj,^  ■  auUr^  at  the  Spring  aaiises  in  1 827.      , 

pcitf  if  not,  of  '^^  quertion  waa,  whether  a  deed,  by  which  a  trader  sold  the  whole  of 
itself,  an  act  of  his  property,  was,  of  itself,  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  independently  of  any 
ITi^nSi'-  question  of  fraud ?  By  the  deed  in  question  the  bankrupt  had  assigned 
who  — ii^Vf  fo  aU  his  share  in  the  stock  in  trade  for  a  sum  of  money,  which  was  paid  to 
treat  the  sale  him.  Two  days  before  this,  the  lease  of  the  premises  wherein  the  business 
vJHtJ!^^  ^**  carried  on  had  been  sold,  so  that  the  bankrupt  had  incapacitated  him- 
must  shew  ^"^  '^^'b'  carrying  on  his  buuness.     The  purchaser  was  the  bankrupt's 

MOM  fact  from    father.     There  was  eiridence  that  a  letter  had  been  sent  by  the  father  % 
^^^'^^        ihort  time  before  the  purchase,  which  would  indicate  that  the  son  was  em- 
ftrmd.  barrassed.     But  the  plaintiff's  counsel  did  not  impute  fraud,  nor  was  he 

able  to  shew  that  the  purchase-money  was  improperly  distributed.  He 
contended  that,  in  point  of  law,  the  sale  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  The 
learned  Judge  was  of  opinion  that  it  was  not,  of  itself,  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy ;  that  there  must  be  some  eyidence  to  shew  fraud,  or  something 
flom  which  the  jury  might  fairly  conclude  that  the  transaction  was  not 
hunAfde,  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  declined  addressing  the  jury,  and 
the  learned  Judge  directed  the  plaintiff  to  be  nonsuited. 


F.  PoUockt  in  Batter  term  1827,  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial. 
Tliis  sale  cannot  be  allowed  by  law.  If  it  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy  for  a 
trader  to  assign  alt  his  property  for  the  purpose  of  a  just  distribution 
among  all  his  ereditorh  h  fortiori  it  must  be  such  an  act  to  mli  all  his 
property,  by  which  he  becomes  enabled  to  psy  whom  he  pleases.  He 
thus  sells  himself  up ;  and  the  very  circumstance  is  enough  to  put  a 
buyer  on  his  guard.  Here  there  were  debts  to  the  amount  of  IO,000l., 
and  the  purchase-money  was  not  equal  to  that  sum. 

Lord  TxHTtRDCN  C.  J.  The  sale  was  not  in  point  of  law,  and  of 
itself  only,  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  The  words  of  the  bankrupt  act,  6  G»  4. 
c.  16.  s.  S.,  are,  **  If  any  such  trader  shall  make  any  fraudulent  grant  or 
conveyance  of  any  of  his  lands,  tenements,  goods,  or  chattels."  The 
utmost  that  could  be  contended  for,  by  a  party  who  sought  to  impeach  it, 
would  be,  that  it  should  go  to  the  jury  upon  the  question  of  fraud  ;  and 

then. 
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trader  to  incapacitate  himself  from  carrying  on  trade*  1834. 
Lord  Mansfield  certainly  appears  to  have  used  an  ex- 
pression  which  might  lead  to  such  a  doctrinei  but  he  ogainH 
seems  to  have  assumed  the  principle  without  much  con- 
sideration. If  a  sale  be  made  for  full  value  the  creditors 
are  not  injured.  And  this  is  supported  by  Lord  KeryorCs 
remarks  in  IVhitwell  v.  Stevens  (a).  A  fraudulent  convey- 
ance of  any  part  of  the  property  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy ; 
but  there  must  be  such  a  transfer  as  in  itself  constitutes 
a  fraudulent  transaction,  as  well  as  an  intent  qu  the  part 
of  the  seller  to  defraud.  If  a  fraudulent  intent  on  the 
part  of  the  seller  were  sufficient,  no  purchase  could  be 
made  in  a  shop  with  safety.  The  transfer,  as  well  as 
the  intent,  must  be  fraudulent;  and  a  contract  cannot  be 
fraudulent  unless  both  the  contracting  parties  be  tainted 
with  the  fraud. 

Cur.  adV'  vultm 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  in  this  term  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court* 

The  question  is,  whether  an  assignment  by  a  trader 
of  his  whole  stock,  with  intent  to  abscond  and  carry  off 
the  purchase-money,  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy  as  ^'  a 
fraudulent  transfer  and  delivery  of  his  property  with 
intent  to  defeat  and  delay  his  creditors,''   when   the 


thoiy  in  such  a  case  m  Uie  present,  it  should  go  to  them  with  a  strong 
observation  on  the  want  of  any  facts  from  which  fraud  could  be  properly 
inferred.  Even  an  assignment  for  the  beneSt  of  creditors  is  not  now  an 
act  of  bankruptcy,  except  in  certain  cases  mentioned  in  the  fourth  section. 
A  fair  and  bonA  fide  sale  is  scarcely  within  the  mischief  for  which  the 
bankrupt  act  proposes  a  remedy. 

Rule  refused* 

(e)  1  Etp.  N.  P.  C  72. 

purchaser 
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183i.       purchaser  pays  a  fiur  price  for  the  goods,  and  is  igno« 
^  rant  of  the  trader's  desiim  ? 

^H»*^  The  case  being  new,  I  thought  myself  boand  to 

adhere  to  the  words  of  the  act ;  and  considering  that 
all  acts  of  bankruptcy  are  made  to  depend  on  the 
conduct  and  motives  of  the  bankrupt  alone,  and  that,  in 
one  sense,  his  sale  of  property  to  the  defendant  was 
clearly  fraudulent,  I  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  to  move  for  a  nonsuit. 

The  case  has  now  been  folly  argued  before  us,  and 
my  first  impression  was  rather  fortified  than  weakened 
by  a  scrutiny  of  the  older  cases,  in  which  Lord 
Mansfield^  and  other  contemporary  judges  of  high 
authority,  appear  to  have  held,  that  the  mere  assign- 
ment of  a  trader's  whole  property  by  deed  was  an 
act  of  bankruptcy,  as  disabling  him  firom  forther  carry- 
ing on  his  trade,  though  for  a  good  consideration,  and 
even  with  the  praiseworthy  motive  of  fiiirly  distributing 
it  among  his  creditors.  It  is  enough  to  allude  generally 
to  Worsley  v.  Demattos  (a),  Compton  v.  Bedford  {J}\  Law 
V.  Skinner  (c),  Deoon  v.  Watis  (<{),  Hassetts  v.  Simpson  {e\ 
Butcher  v.  Easto  {g). 

On  foller  consideration,  I  am  satisfied  that  my  first 
impression  was  wrong;  and  agree  with  the  opinion 
which  has  been  formed  by  the  rest  of  the  Court  If  the 
language  of  the  clause  is  construed  with  strictness,  it  is 
not  the  transfer  and  delivery  of  the  goods  that  can  be 
called  fraudulent,  in  any  sense.  The  trader  is  bound  to 
deliver  the  goods  he  has  sold  for  valuable  consideration, 
receiving,  in  return  for  them,  a  fund  of  equal  valuer 

(a)  1  B%irr.  467.  (6)  1  W.  BL  962. 

(o)  S  r.  P/.  996.  (d)  I  Doug.  86. 

(0  1  Doug,  89.  note.  {g)  ]  Dtmg.  295. 

which 


IN  THE  Fourth  Year  or  WILLIAM  IV.  46$ 

which  might  be  made  available  for  the  benefit  of  bis        18S4. 
creditors.      Possibly  the  beat  thmg  for  them  woald  be       " 
the  conversion  of  goods  into  money.    It  is  remarkable       ogmtut 

FaiXCBABBb 

that  the  word  sale  does  not  occur  in  this  clause;  and 
equally  so»  that  none  of  the  older  cases  turn  on  a  sale 
accompanied  with  payment  of  the  full  price.  Again, 
the  Court  held  in  Hiil  v.  FameU{a)  that  where  a  part 
of  the  property  had  been  sold  by  a  trader  after  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  but  bon&  fide  bought,  the  purchaser  could 
not  be  compelled  to  part  with  the  goods  unless  Ihe 
assignees,  at  least,  tendered  die  prioe  pud.  It  was 
there  justly  said,  that  the  protecting  words  of  the  eighty- 
second  section  could  not  otherwise  receive  their  fiiU 
effect  The  incongruity  would,  indeed,  be  monstrous 
if  the  purchaser  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  keep  goods  so 
obtained,  but  should  be  disabled  from  even  recovering 
a  dividend  on  the  price  he  had  bon&  fide  paid,  if  no 
previous  act  of  bankruptcfr  had  been  committed. 

Another  great  inconvenience  was  forcibly  pointed  out: 
as  the  transfer  and  delivery  of  any  part  of  Uie  proper^ 
may  be  by  the  statute  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  a  trader 
carrying  on  business  in  the  ordmary  way  might  be  made 
a  bankrupt  by  a  regular  sale  in  his  shop,  by  proof  sub- 
sequently obtained  that  he  had  a  scheme  for  cheating 
his  creditors  of  the  money;  and  in  that  case  the 
unfortunate  purchaser  must  both  yield  up  to  the  as- 
signees the  article  bought,  and  lose  hb  right  of  proving 
under  the  commission. 

These  startling  consequences,  which  would,  perhaps, 
warrant  some  degree  of  violence  to  the  wording  of  the 
law,  will  be  avoided  by  confining  the  epithet  **  firaud- 

(a)  9  J9.  4*  C.  45. 

ulenf' 
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1884.        ulent"  to  the  gift,  transfery  or  delivery  of  goods,  and 
"  not  extending  it  to  the  projects  which  possibly  the  trader 

agamtt       may  entertain,   as  to  the   disposal  of  the  purchase- 
money. 

Whatever  authority  exists  on  the  subject  coincides 
with  this  view.  Mr.  Pollock  informed  us  of  a  case  de- 
cided at  nisi  prius  by  Baron  HuUock  in  1827»  where 
the  mere  fact  of  selling  the  whole  stock  in  trade  was 
held  to  be  no  act  of  bankruptcy,  without  proof  of  fraud. 
That  learned  Judge  nonsuited  the  assignees.  And  Mr. 
Addphus  has  furnished  a  note  of  the  refusal  by  thb 
Court  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit  (a) .  In  Cook  v.  CaldecoU  [b) 
Lord  Tenterden  left  it  substantially  to  the  jury  to  say, 
whether  the  purchaser  was  aware  of  the  trader's  inten- 
tion to  defraud  his  creditors  of  the  money  raised  by 
sale  of  portions  of  his  stock  in  trade:  Hill  v.  Famdl{c) 
points  the  same  way,  and  supplies  the  powerful  argu- 
ment to  which  allusion  has  been  made.  And  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  recently  decided  the  case  of  Robinson  v. 
Carringion  (d)  on  the  same  principles. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  sale  of 
a  tradesman's  stock  to  a  bon&  fide  purchaser  who  pays 
the  fair  price  of  it,  in  ignorance  of  any  fraudulent  in- 
tention of  the  seller,  is  no  act  of  bankruptcy.  The  rule 
for  entering  a  nonsuit  must  be 
\  Absolute. 

(a)  The  reportera  were  indebted  to  Mr.  Baniow  for  the  note  of  Rote  t. 
Hajfcock, 

{b)  U.  i  M.  521.  (c)  9^.  t  C.4S. 

(<Q  I  Mora,  i  J^,U  \ 
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The  King  against  The  Company  of  Proprietors 
of  the  Liverpool  Exchange. 

ON  an  appeal  by  the  Company  of  Proprietors  of  the  By  a  statute, 
_ .  ,  -r^      t  1  .  i.       I       which  incor- 

lAverpool  Exchange,  at  the  quarter  sessions  for  the  ponted  a  oom- 


borough  of  Uverpocl^  against  a  rate  by  which  the  pro-  ^^  wuem. 


panjythecom- 
panj  wuen 
powered  to 


prietors,  as  owners  and  occupiers,  were  rated  at  25.  4i.  ^ISailiuid 
in  the  pound  upon  an  annual  sum  of  1200/.  for  their  JJa^JT' 
public  news  room  in  the  Exchange  BuildingSf  and  the  ^''^^^^ 
conveniences  and  improvements  thereof  and  the  pri-  prietonwere 
vil^es  thereto  annexed  or  appertaining,  the  rate  was  fidaliyin- 
confirmed,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  proponion  to 

x>  11       •  their  sub- 

foUowmgCase:—  fcripaons,and 

The  appellants  are  a  company  incorporated  by  act  tJl?to°Seper- 
of  parliament,  42  G.  3.  c.  71.  {a)  intituled  «  An  Act  for  ^^l^  '* 
enabling  certain  persons  in  the  town  and  port  of  Uver-  »*>*»  t«w>or 

^^  ^  more  rooms 

poolj  in  the  county  palatine  of  Lancaster^  to  erect  an  should  be  pro- 
vided afid  uied 
Exchange  there  for  the  accommodation  of  themselves  as  public  rooms 

and  the  merchants  and  others  concerned  in  trade  in  h^ness're."^ 

the  said  town  and  port,  and  for  incorporating  the  pro-  and^rommeice 

prietors  thereof;"  the  preamble  of  which  states,  that  the  JU'^JJjISi'Jjp 

merchants,  brokers,  underwriters,  and  others  concerned  «*>«  punw^* 

'  '  One  of  the 

roomi  lo  pro- 
Tided  was  Mipplicd  with  newspapers  and  other  publieations,  and  noo-proprictors  were  ad- 
mitted upon  an  annual  subscription  i  Held,  that  the  company  was  rateable  for  the  rerenue 
(after  deducting  the  expenses  of  the  room)  arising  from  such  subscription,  though  stock 
in  trade,  profits,  and  personalty  were  not  rated  in  the  parish,  the  rate  being  taken  in  the 
parish  upon  the  fair  annoal  ralue  of  the  property  to  be  let. 

By  the  statute,  each  proprietor  was  entitled  to  attend  the  room  without  making  any  pay. 
ment :  and,  by  the  by-laws  of  the  company,  each  proprietor  was  entitled  to  a  payment  from 
the  company  of  an  annual  sum  upon  every  share  above  one  held  by  him ;  and  erery  pro- 
prietor not  attending  the  room  was  paid  by  the  company  an  annual  sum  :  Held,  that  the 
company  was  not  rateable  for  the  value  of  the  privilege  of  such  of  the  proprietors  as 
attended. 

{a)  Local  and  personal,  public. 

in 
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1 8S4«        in  trade  and  commerce  in  the  town  and  port  of  Lhxrpod^ 
.  had  for  a  long  time  past  experienced  great  inconvenience 

from  the  want  of  a  public  exchange,  and  rooms  and 


The 

Fkoprictonof  buildings  for  the  purpose  of  transacting  the  general 
ExcboDgc.  trade  and  business  of  the  said  town  and  port.  By 
sect  2.  the  company  were  empowered  to  purchase 
certain  houses,  buildings,  lands,  and  premises  mentioned 
in  the  act.  By  sect*  5.  the  company  were  empowered 
to  pull  down  the  houses  and  other  buildings,  and  to 
erect  on  the  land  an  extensive  and  ornamental  range  of 
public  buildings,  with  a  spacious  area  in  front,  to  be 
called  by  the  name  of  the  **  Liverpool  Exchange^**  ac- 
cording to  certain  plans.  By  sect  6.  it  was  enacted, 
that  the  area  to  be  formed  in  front  of  the  aforesaid  build- 
ings should  be  appropriated  to  the  public  use  of  the 
merchants,  and  traders,  and  inhabitants  of  the  town  of 
Liverpool^  and  of  persons  resorting  thereto  for  the  pur- 
poses of  trade  and  commerce,  in  the  manner  of  an 
exchange,  under  such  regulations  and  restrictions,  and 
to  be  opened  and  closed  at  such  times,  as  the  said  company 
of  proprietors,  their  successors  or  assigns,  should  irom 
time  to  time  direct;  and  further,  that  two  or  more 
rooms  should  be  provided  in  the  said  intended  build- 
ings, which  should  be  used  as  public  rooms,  for  the 
purpose  of  transacting  such  business  respecting  trade 
and  commerce  as  the  said  company,  their  successors 
or  assigns,  should  think  proper ;  which  rooms  should, 
out  of  the  yearly  or  other  income  to  arise  from  the 
profits  of  the  said  undertaking,  be  furnished  and  pro- 
vided with  such  necessary  or  other  articles  as  the  said 
company,  their  successors  or  assigns,  should  from  time 
to  time  direct ;  and  the  said  company,  their  successors, 
&C.  should  have  and  be  entitled  to  admission  to  such 
rooms  free  from  any  further  or  other  individual  expense, 

but 
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bat  subject  to  such  regulations,  at  such  times  and  in       18S4. 
such  mapner,  as  the  said  company,  their  successors,  &c.     ^^  _, 

Tim  jvuro 

should  from  time  to  time  order  and  direct     By  sect  7.       affdMa 

^  Th« 

it  was  enacted,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  said  com-   Fhiprieton  of 

llw  LnrsKfOOL 

pany,  their  successors,  &c.  to  sell,  or  order  to  be  set,     Exdumge. 
let,  conveyed,  or  disposed  o(  so  much  or  such  parts  of 
any  of  the  lands  and  premises  so  purchased  and  which 
should  not  be  deemed  necessary  for  the  purposes  afore* 
said,  or  of  any  part  or  parts  of  the  buildings  to  be 
erected  as  aforesaid,  except  such  parts  as  were  intended 
to  be  appropriated  for  public  rooms  and  accommodations, 
in  manner  therein  specified.     By  sect  8.  it  was  enacted, 
that  the  property  of  and  in  the  said  concern,  and  of 
and  in  the  several  lands  so  purchased,  and  the  buildings 
and  the  profits  arising  therefrom,  should  be  vested  in  the 
said  company,  and  they  should  respectively  be  entitled 
thereto  in  such  shares  and  proportions  as  the  amount  of 
their  sevend  subscriptions  in  and  to  the  same,  and  with, 
under,   and   subject  to  such  clauses,  covenants,  con- 
ditions, provisoes,  agreements,  and  restrictions  as  were 
in  that  act  contained,  or  should  thereafter  be  agreed 
upon  by  the  said  company.     By  sect  9.  it  was  enacted, 
that  tlie  beneficial  interest  of  the  proprietors  in  the  con* 
cem  should  be  considered  personal  property,  and  should 
be  assignable,  transferable,  and  devisable  accordingly. 
By  sect  11.  it  was  enacted,  that  as  soon  as  the  under- 
taking should  have  become  productive  beyond  the  ex- 
penditure necessary  for  carrying  the  same  into  execution, 
then  and  in  such  case  the  clear  gains  of  the  concern  for 
the  year,  after  reserving  a  reasonable  sum  for  contingent 
expenses,  should  be  divided  amongst  the  company  in 
proportion  to  the  interest  which  each  of  them  might 
have  in  the  concern. 
The  undertaking  was  divided  into  800  shares,  and 

the 
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1884.        the  buildings  were  finished  in  the  year  I8O89  and  there 

are  two  large  public  rooms  for  commercial  purposes,  as 

agama        directed  by  the  act  of  parliament.     One  of  them  is  let 

The 

Pniprieton  of  by  the  company  of  proprietors  to  the  Liverpool  under- 
the  LivKRpooL         .  ,  *•  ^^    T  1  1-1  1 

Ezcbaoge.  writers  at  the  sum  of  205/.,  and  upon  which  sum  the 

underwriters  are  separately  assessed.  The  other  room, 
which  is  called  the  **  Exchange  News  Room,"  is  held 
by  the  company,  by  whom  it  has  been  fitted  up  and  fur- 
nished, and  is  supplied  with  newspapers,  and  periodical, 
literary,  and  commercial  publications.  There  are  a 
master  and  several  assistants  paid  by  the  company ;  and 
it  is  a  part  of  the  duty  of  the  master  to  obtain  the 
earliest  account  of  the  arrival  of  vessels,  and  other  nauti- 
cal information,  and  communicate  it  by  public  notice  to 
the  persons  frequenting  the  room. 

The  following  by-laws  or  regulations  have  been  duly 
made  under  the  authority  of  the  said  act.  —  17th  De^ 
cember  1808.  That  non-proprietors  should  be  permitted 
to  subscribe  upon  payment  of  three  guineas  per  annum, 
to  be  paid  at  the  time  of  subscribing;  and  that  every 
proprietor  holding  more  shares  than  one  should  have 
the  power  of  appointing  a  person  as  his  substitute  to 
the  use  of  the  public  room  or  rooms  in  respect  of  each 
share. — 31st  December  1814.  It  having  been  repre- 
sented that  considerable  abuses  and  irregularities  had 
arisen  in  consequence  of  admitting  persons  to  the  news- 
room under  the  nomination  of  proprietors,  it  was 
resolved,  that  from  thenceforth  no  person  not  being  a 
proprietor  should  be  admitted  unless  he  became  a 
subscriber,  and  that  every  person  in  lieu  of  such  right 
of  nomination  should  be  entitled  to  receive  the  annual 
sum  of  3/.  Ss,  in  respect  of  each  share. 

Since  1814,  those  proprietors  who  have  held  more 
shares  than  one,  and  have  frequented  the  news  room, 

have 
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have  been  paid  S/.  Ss.  in  respect  of  each  share  above        1884. 
one;  and  the  proprietors  not  using  the  news-room  have  " 

also  been  paid  8/.  3s.  on  each  share.     In  the  year        cgaifui 

The   . 
ending  the  Slst  of  December  1881,  the  Exchange  news*    Froprieton  of 

the  LflTBftTOOL 

room  was  attended  by  116  proprietors,  and  by  1141  Exchange, 
annual  non-proprietors,  and  a  few  quarterly  non- 
proprietors;  and  pursuant  to  the  by-laws  before  set  out, 
each  annual  non-proprietor  paid  to  the  company  the 
sum  of  8/.  85. ;  and  each  proprietor  not  attending  the 
room  received  31.  3s.  Each  proprietor  attending  the  • 
room,  was  admitted  free  of  charge,  but  did  not  receive 
the  SI.  Ss.  In  the  year  ending  the  Slst  of  December 
1882,  the  Exchange  news-room  was  attended  by  108 
proprietors,  and  by  1211  non-proprietors,  on  the  same 
terms  as  the  preceding  year;  and  the  same  allowance 
was  made  to  proprietors  who  did  not  attend  the  room. 

The  case  then  set  out  the  income  arising  from  the 
room,  and  the  expenditure  upon  it,  for  the  years  1881 
and  1882,  the  former  arising  exclusively  from,  the  sub- 
scriptions of  non-proprietors,  the  latter  from  newspaper^ 
and  other  publications,  coals,  gas,  rates,  taxes,  salaries, 
insurance,  repairs,  and  contingent  expenses;  and  it 
further  stated  what  addition  would  be  made  to  the  net 
revenue  in  each  year,  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
privilege  of  attending  the  room  was  worth  31.  3s.  to 
each  proprietor  so  attending. 

Stock  in  trade,  profiu,  and  other  personal  property, 
are  not  rated  in  the  parish  of  Liverpool.  The  rate  for 
the  parish  of  Liverpool  is  laid  upon  the  principle  of 
taking  the  fair  annual  value  of  the  property  to  be  let. 

The  Exchange  news«room,  if  let  simply  with  reference 
to  its  situation,  size,  and  accommodation  as  a  news- 
room, and  without  reference  to  its  attendant  revenue  as 

Vol.  I.  I  i  above 
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1834.       above  stated,  is  of  the  annual  value  of  600/.  only.     The 

appellants  contended,   that  the  assessment  upon  the 

agamst        company  should  be  reduced  to  that  sum:   and  if  the 

Vr,^^   Court  should  be  of  that  opinion,  the  same  w.s  to  be 

Exchange,      reduced  accordingly. 

If  the  company  are  rateable  in  respect  of  profits,  but 
the  value  of  the  privilege  of  those  proprietors  who  attend 
the  room  is  not  to  be  included  therein,  the  room  is  of 
the  value  of  1000/.;  and  the  assessment  was  to  be  re- 
duced to  that  sum. 

If  the  company  be  rateable  in  respect  of  their  annu- 
ally divisible  profits  derived  from  the  room,  according 
to  the  sum  for  which  the  room  would  let  with  such  an 
attendant  revenue  as  above  stated,  the  news-room  in 
question  is  worth  the  annual  sum  of  1200/.;  and  in  such 
case  the  rate  was  to  be  confirmed. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Easter  term  last  (a). 

Alexander^  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  The 
room  should  be  rated  at  its  admitted  annual  value,  as 
stated  in  the  case.  The  only  difficulty  must  have  arisen 
from  confounding  the  rating  of  personal  profits,  with  the 
rating  of  realty  enhanced  by  its  incidents.  The  company 
had  no  power  to  use  the  room  otherwise  than  as  a  public 
room,  furnished  with  every  thing  necessary  for  such  pur- 
pose. The  newspapers  and  periodical  publications  are, 
therefore,  to  be  considered  as  inseparable  from  the  room; 
and  then  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  value  arising  from 
them  must  be  included  in  the  rate.  The  case  thus  falls 
within  the  principle  of  Rex  v.  St.  Nichdas^  Gloucester  (i), 
where  the  profits  arising  from  the  use  of  a  steelyard, 

(a)  Before  Littledale,  Parke,  and  Pattettn  Js.     JprU  S6th. 

(6)  1  BoH.  150.  pi.  18a  (6th  ed.)    Caid.  262.    \  T.  R.  72J.  note  (a). 

fixed 
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fixed  to  the  freehold,  were  included  in  the  rating  of  a        1834. 


The  Kixo 


house.     There  Lord  Mansfield  said  that  the  nature  of 

the  thinff  shewed  that  the  machine  was  annexed  to  the        agnimt 

®  ^  The 

freehold ;  and  Willes  J.  added  that,  if  a  billiard  table  Proprietors  of 
stood  in  the  house,  the  house  would  be  rateable  on  the  ad-  Exchange. 
vanced  value  produced  by  the  table.  In  Bex  v.  Hogg  {a) 
an  engine-house,  As  such,  was  held  rateable  for  the 
profits  of  an  engine  not  fixed  to  the  freeliold.  So  in  Rex 
V.  Brad/ard  (&),  the  additional  rent,  arising  from  the  pri- 
vilege of  using  a  house  as  a  canteen,  was  included  in  the 
rate  on  the  house.  In  all  cases,  therefore,  where  profits 
arise  from  the  inseparable  annexation  of  any  thing  to 
the  subject  of  the  rate,  such  profits  must  be  included 
in  the  rate.  Neither  can  any  objection  be  raised  here, 
on  the  distinction  between  the  liability  of  property  in 
the  hands  of  an  owner  and  its  liability  in  those  of  a 
tenant.  In  Bex  v.  T/ie  New  Biver  Company  (r),  Lord 
EUenborougi  says  that  this  distinction  is  immaterial, 
except  that  the  value  admits  of  a  more  easy  criterion 
(i.  e.  the  rent)  in  one  case  than  in  the  other.  Nor  is  it 
important  that  stock  is  not  usually  rated  in  Liverpool  $ 
for  the  value  which  it  is  sought  to  include  here  is  the 
value,  not  of  personalty,  but,  of  an  incident  to  the  free- 
hold. Besides,  the  usage  cannot  controdl  the  general 
law ;  Bex  v.  Hogg,  [a)  At  all  events,  if  the  rate  is  not 
to  be  on  the  whole  1200/.,  on  the  ground  that  the  privi- 
lege of  the  proprietors  is  to  be  considered  as  one  that 
must,  under  all  circumstances,  be  allowed  free  of  expence, 
the  quantum  cannot  be  reduced  below  1000/. 

Henderson  contra.     The  Act  makes  no  provision  as 
to  the  rating ;  and  no  personalty  can  be  considered  as 

{a)   I  r.  R.  721.  {b)  AU.^S.  317.  (c)  1  A/.  ^  S.  508. 

112  an 
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1834.        an  adjunct  to  the  room;  the  rate  therefore  must  be  on 

such  adjuncts  only  as  make  a  necessary  part  of  the 

against        fitting  up.     The  revenue  derived  from  the  room  is  not 

ine  

Froprieton  of  rateable,  and  can  be  no  test  of  the  proper  rate.  The 
£xchaoge.  true  test  is  that  laid  down  by  Bayley  J.  in  Bex  v.  The 
Birmingham  Gas  Light  and  Coke  Company  (a),  viz.  the 
rent  which  the  company  could  be  forced  to  pay  if  the 
premises  were  not  their  own  property.  That  is  found 
by  the  case  to  be  6002.  According  to  the  claim  made 
on  the  other  side,  this  rent  would  be  increased  by  the 
revenue  arising  from  the  privilege  of  attending  the  room. 
The  revenue  itself  never  can  be  brought  within  the  cri- 
terion given  by  Bayleyi.^  for  it  cannot  be  let;  and,  even 
if  it  could,  the  rent  arising  from  it  would  aflTord  no  test, 
revenue  not  being  the  subject  of  rate.  The  revenue 
arises  from  subscriptions,  which  are  not  in  the  nature  of 
rent  for  the  room,  but  are  of  the  same  kind  as  subscriptions 
to  clubs.  Thus,  at  Hqyd^Sj  the  subscriptions  are  paid  for 
the  privilege  of  attending  the  room,  of  obtaining  com- 
mercial  information  there,  and  for  other  advantages  of  a 
similar  nature.  And  the  success  of  such  establishments  de- 
pends upon  the  convenience  of  the  arrangements,  and  the 
propriety  of  the  management.  Now  profits  arising  from 
personal  exertions  and  qualifications  cannot  be  rated. 
Any  one  might  open  a  room  of  the  same  kind  in  Liverpool^ 
on  paying  a  rent  of  600/;  and  the  room  of  the  Company 
would  possess  no  advantages  over  it,  except  such  as 
arise  from  personal  exertions  or  qualifications.  It  would 
be  different,  if  any  thing  were  annexed  to  the  room,  as 
in  Bex  v.  St.  Nicholas^  Gloucester.  (J)  IParke  J.  There 
the  profits  made  by  the  use  of  the  machine  were  rated.] 

(a)  IB.4;C,  511. 

(h)  I  BotU  150.  pi.  ISO.  (6ih  ed.)    CW^  S62.    1  T.  B.  7S9.  note  (a). 

Thai 
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That  was  because  the  machine  was  part  of  the  freehold.        1834. 
IParke  J.  Here  it  is  not  proposed  to  rate  the  profits  of  ^^ 

the  newspapers.]  It  is  proposed  virtually  to  rate,  as  if  against 
the  room  and  subscriptions  were  let.  In  Rex  v.  Hogg  {a).  Proprietors  of 
the  house  and  engine  were  leased  as  an  entire  subject ;  Exchange. 
here  the  revenue  cannot  be  the  subject  of  demise.  In 
Bex  V.  Bradford  [b\  the  Court  considered  that  the 
privilege  went  to  make  up  the  rent,  as  appears  from  the 
language  of  the  Judges ;  and  there  Dampier  J.  pointed 
out  that  the  whole  was  carefully  included  under  the 
power  of  distress ;  and  Lord  EUenborough  assented  to 
the  comparison  of  the  case  with  that  of  a  mill  to  which 
an  exclusive  privilege  of  multure  was  attached,  and  which 
brought  a  higher  rent  from  that  circumstance.  If  the  rate 
can  be  laid  as  contended  for  on  the  other  side,  it  will 
practically  be  a  rating  of  profits ;  and  then  it  might  be 
contended  that,  if  two  shopkeepers  rented  houses  of  the 
same  value,  the  one  which  had  the  better  custom  was 
subject  to  the  higher  rate. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

In  this  term,  Littledale  J.  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court :  — 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  news-room 
of  the  Liverpool  Exchange  is  to  be  rated  at  such  sum  as 
it  would  let  for,  considering  its  situation,  size,  and 
accommodation,  without  reference  to  the  revenue  derived 
by  it  in  consequence  of  the  act  of  parliament  42  G.  S. 
c.  71.;  or  whether  that  revenue  is  t6  be  included.  In 
the  course  of  the  argument  the  cases  of  Rex  v.  Hogg  (a), 
Bex  V.  St.  Nicholas  Gloucester  (c),  Bex  v.  The  New  Biver 

(•)  1  7.  JL  7S1.  (6)  4M.4;S.  317. 

(•)  1  Boli.  ISO.  pi.  100.  (6th  id.)    Caid.  262.     1  T,  R.  723.  note  (a). 

I  i  S  Company^ 
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1884.        Company  (/i),  Bex  v.  Bradford  (ft),  and  Bex  V.  The  Bit^ 
'       mingkam  Gas  Lighi  and  Coke  Company  {c\   amongst 

The  Kiv6 

Qgaitut        Others,  were  cited.     These  cases  establish  the  principle^ 

The 

Proprieton  of  that  the  advantages  attendant  upon  a  building,  either  in 
Exchange,  respect  of  its  situation  or  the  mode  of  its  occupation,  are 
to  be  taken  into  the  account  in  estimating  its  rateable  an* 
nual  value,  wherever  those  advantages  would  enable  the 
owner  of  the  building  to  let  it  at  a  higher  rent  than  it 
would  otherwise  fetch ;  but  not  the  profits  of  a  trade 
carried  on  in  the  building  and  not  enhancing  its  rent 
The  news*room  in  question  has  certain  advantages,  and 
an  attendant  revenue  in  consequence  of  the  act  of 
parliament  referred  to  \  under  which  act  it  must  always 
have  those  advantages  and  an  attendant  revenue,  though 
the  amount  of  it  may  be  more  or  less  from  various 
circumstances:  but  it  must  be  a  public  room  at  all  times, 
by  the  express  provisions  of  the  act.  The  circumstance 
of  its  being  a  public  room  permanently  under  the  act, 
gives  it  the  advantages  which  it  has,  and  as  it  cannot 
be  let  as  a  private  news'^room,  or  as  a  room  for  any 
purpose  which  excludes  the  public,  it  seems  absurd  to 
consider  it  in  that  light  for  the  sole  purpose  of  rating  it. 
As  long  as  it  continues  one  of  the  rooms  mentioned  in 
the  sixth  section  of  the  act,  so  long  the  advantages 
alluded  to  must  be  attached  to  it,  and  muse  be  taken 
into  the  account  in  estimating  its  annual  value.  The 
next  question  is,  whether  the  value  of  the  proprietoi*s' 
privilege  is  to  be  taken  into  consideration.  Now  the 
act,  by  the  same  sixth  section,  expressly  provides,  that 
the  proprietors  shall  have  admission,  free  from  any 
further  or  individual  expense.     If,  therefore,  any  one 

(a)  IM.^S.  503.  (6)  4Jlf.  ^  ,9.  317.  {c)  I  B.  ^  C.  SOS. 

were 
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were  to  hire  the  room,  he  would  not  charge  any  thing  to        1884. 
a  proprietor  for  his  individual  use  of  it;  and,  this  being  ~ 

80»  we  think  that  the  value  of  the  proprietors' .  privilege        agnmti 
cannot  be  taken  as  part  of  the  annual  value.  Proprietonof 

Upon  the  whole  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  assess*     Exchange. 
ment  must  be  reduced  to  the  sum  of  1000/.,  which  is 
found  by  the  case  to  be  the  value,  according  to  the 
principle  of  taking  the  fair  annual  value  of  the  property 
to  be  let,  estimated  as  we  have  already  stated. 

Rate  reduced  to  the  assessmetit  of  1000/L 


Franklin  against  Featherstonhaugh.         uH^^! 

ON  taxation  of  the  bill  of  costs  of  Messrs.  Becke.  Son,  ^  f^J'^ 
and  Cottisoiif  attomies,  delivered  to  the  defendant  tempt  in  an 

eccleMasUcal 

fai  this  cause,  it  appeared  that  the  bill  delivered  amounted  court,  employed 
to  28/.  3s»  Sd^  and  consisted,  first,  of  items  for  business  attorney  to  pro- 
done  by  Beekej  Son,  and  CoUison^  in  procuring  the  release  Sarge,*  aVui« 
of  the  defendant,  who  had  been  attached  by  process  of  ^"tel^"'* 
an  ecclesiastical  court  for  a  contempt;  and,  secondly,  of  ***"***' -"L^"** 
the  tliree  foliowins:  charges :  —  attorney,  what 

°  ^  the  coBU  in  the 

3£.     5.     J«  ecclesiastical 

court  would  pro-* 
Paid  costs  of  contempt  -*  -  -      7    15      2   bably  amount 

Da   Messrs.  Farrer  and  Frenches  costs        -     2     0    2  Hted  him  to 
Do.   Messrs.  fior  and  Son,  for  their  charges  -    5     1     S  Zf^d^^^ 

what  might  be 
necessary.  Tbe  attorney  employed  a  proctor,  who  did  the  business  required^  and  settled 
with  the  adfene  proctor,  whose  charges,  on  that  occa^p<»i,  were  objected  to  and  reduced. 
Tbe  attorney  paid  the  bill  of  the  proctor  retained  by  him,  having  first  examined  the 
charges  and  had  them  inspected  (though  not  regularly  taxed]  by  the  taxing  oflicer  of  the 
ecclesiastical  court,  who  thought  them  reasonable.  He  afterwards  delivered  his  own  bill 
to  the  client,  conuining  items  amounting  to  9/.  for  his  own  charges,  and  14/.  for  the 
proctor's  and  other  charges  in  the  ecclesiastical  court.  The  Maater  taxed  off  81.  from  the 
former  items,  but  declined  taxing  the  latter :  and  he  included  the  whole  in  bis  allocatiu* : 

Held,  firrt,  that  the  costs  in  the  ecclesiastical  court  were  properly  included  in  the  bill  as 
diri>unemeots  by  the  attorney ;  secondly,  that,  under  tbe  circumstances,  it  was  not  neodsary 
to  refer  tbctn  back  to  the  Master  for  Uxation. 

The 
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18S4.  The  Master  declined  taxing  these  items,  but  included 

FrInkun     ^^^"^  ^^  ^^s  allocatur,  which  was  as  follows :  — 

agaifut  £      s.     d. 

FZATHZRSTOK- 

HAuoH.       Bill  delivered  -  -  -  -  23     S     8 

Taxed  oflF  -  -  -  -298 


Allowance  -  -  -  -  20  14     0 


A  rule  was  obtained  in  Hilary  term  last,  calling  on 
Messrs.  Beckcy  Son,  and  CoUison,  to  shew  cause  why 
the  Master  should  not  review  his  taxation,  or  why  the 
defendant  should  not  be  allowed  the  costs  of  such  tax- 
ation, to  be  taxed  by  the  Master. 

It  was  stated  on  affidavit,  in  opposition  to  the  rule, 
that  Becke^  Son,  and  CoUison  informed  the  defendant 
that  it  would  be  necessary  to  employ  a  proctor;  to 
which  he  assented,  and  desired  that  all  necessary  steps 
might  be  taken  for  his  liberation;  that  the  defendant 
was  also  informed  that  he  must  pay  the  costs  of  th6 
contempt;  and  he  thereupon  accompanied  Mr.  Becke  to 
the  office  of  the  proctors,  Messrs.  Box  and  Son,  to 
ascertain  the  probable  amount  of  such  costs,  which,  as 
the  deponent  Mr.  Becke  believed,  was  then  stated  to  be 
about  20/. ;  that  the  defendant  authorised  Mr*  Becke 
to  pay  whatever  the  costs  might  amount  to:  that 
Mr.  Beckcy  in  consequence,  employed  Box  and  Son  to 
examine  the  costs  and  tax  the  same  if  necessary,  and 
promised  to  repay  them  to  Box  and  Son,  with  their  own 
charges;  that  Box  and  Son  received  an  account  of  costs 
from  the  adverse  proctors,  and  objected  to  some  of  the 
charges,  which  they,  in  consequence,  reduced  as  desired, 
and  (as  it  was  stated)  the  costs  of  taxation  were  thereby 
saved,  and  the  same  object  attained  ;  that  the  said  costs 
of  contempt  amounted  to  9/.  155.  4</.,  and  Messrs.  Box 
md  Son's  charges  to  51.  Is.  6d.;  and  that  the  latter, 

though 
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though  not  regularly  taxed,  were  carefully  examined  by        1834. 
Mr.  Beckcy  and  inspected  by  the  taxing  officer  of  the 
ecclesiastical  court,  who  was  satisfied  with  them,  as  was        againsi 
also  Mr.  Becke :  that,  according  to  information  given  to       havqh. 
Mr.  Beckcj  the  bill  of  Messrs.  Box  and  Son,  being  be* 
tween  proctor  and  client,  could  not  have  been  taxed  with* 
out  Box  and  Son's  consent :  that  Mr.  Becke  paid  the  said 
costs  and  charges,  and  that  such  payment  was  a  necessary 
disbursement:  that  the  said  items  of  charge  were  placed 
together  at  the  foot  of  the  bill,  only  (o  shew  the  propor- 
tion which  those  costs  bore  to  Becie,  Son,  and  Collison*a 
charges  on  their  own  account,  but  that  the  whole  of 
the  charges  were  included  in  one  sum  total  of  23/.  3s,  8^. 


FcUeit  now  shewed  cause  against  the  rule.  The  ar- 
gument on  the  other  side  is,  first,  that  the  costs  of  con- 
tempt, and  payments  to  the  proctors,  were  not  taxable 
disbursements,  in  which  case  they  form  no  part  of  the 
bill  which  has  been  taxed,  and  then,  after  deducting 
these,  the  taxation  (amounting  to  2/.  95.  %d.)  takes  away 
more  than  one-sixth  of  the  bill :  or,  secondly,  that  they 
are  taxable,  and,  in  that  case,  ought  to  be  referred  back 
to  the  master.  But  these  were  taxable  items,  and  have 
been  sufficiently  taxed.  In  Ex  parte  Inman  [a)  where  the 
solicitor  to  a  commission  had  paid  the  commissioners 
extra  fees  (which  were  not  regularly  payable)  for  travel- 
ling expenses,  and  charged  them  in  hi3  bill,  it  was  held 
that  these  were  taxable  in  a  court  of  equity,  in  the  exercise 
of  its  jurisdiction  over  bankruptcy,  by  analogy  to  the 
statute  £  G.  2.  c.  23,  5.  2S.  Even  when  the  client  has 
made  advances  to  the  attorney  in  the  course  of  a  cause 

(a)  B^tek^t  Catei  in  Bankrupicy^  129. 

(Si 
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18S4. 

Framklin  • 

agaifut 

Fbathb&ston* 

HAuav. 


for  specific  disbursements,  those  disbursements  are  to  be 
included  in  the  bill,  and  are  taxable  as  part  of  it,  Hindle 
V.  Shackleton  (a).  {Taunton  J.  There  was  a  case  of 
that  kind  lately  in  this  court,  where  the  court  held  that 
the  disbursements  were  not  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the 
bill  [b).  Cresswelli  amicus  curia.  There  the  disburse-* 
ments  had  not  been  included  in  the  bill  till  after  the 
Master  had  made  an  allocatur  taking  off  more  than  a 
sixth :  and  a  case  in  the  Exchequer  was  referred  to,  which 
is  not  yet  reported. X^)]  It  was  the  duty  of  Becke^  Son, 
and  CoUison  to  include  these  sums  in  their  bill;  they  were 
in  fact  costs  incurred  in  tlieir  regular  employment  as 
attomies.  {Taunton  J.  They  employ  a  proctor,  apd 
charge  their  client  with  the  amount  which  they  have  had 
to  pay  him.]  That  is  the  situation  of  the  parties.  Then 
it  is  said  that  these  disbursements,  if  properly  included 
in  the  bill,  should  have  been  taxed  by  the  Master.  But 
they  were  payments  made  out  of  the  attorney's  pocket 
by  express  authority  of  the  client;  it  is  stated  that  the 
charges  between  proctor  and  client  could  not  have  been 
taxed'  in  the  ecclesiastical  court,  and  that  an  arrange- 
ment took  place  between  the  parties,  which  was  equiva- 
lent to  a  t|uuition. 


R.  V.  Richards,  contra.  If  these  items  are  to  be  con- 
sidered as  disbursements,  they  ought  to  be  taxed.  The 
employment  of  a  proctor  by  Becke^  Son,  and  CoUison  is 
like  that  of  a  London  agent  by  an  attorney  in  the  country, 
and  the  charges  of  such  agent  to  the  attorney  are  taxed. 
The  Court  would  not  in  such  a  case  be  satisfied  with  the 
attorney's  representation  that  the  agent's  charges  were 

(a)  1  Taunt.  536.  (6)  Hatfcs  ▼.  Trotter,  U.  T.  1854,  SB.^^JtL 

(c)  HooUoiton  t.  Hudson. 

correct. 
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correct.    The  Master  might,  if  necessary,  have  referred        1834. 
these  items  to  the  proper  officer  of  the  ecclesiastical      „ 

*      *  Feamkuk 

court;  but  Lord  Mmisfield  said,  in  a  case  cited  in  a  note        aigauut 

FxATHsmsiOK* 

to  Hooper  y.  Till  (a)  that  such  charges,  included  in  an  hauqh. 
attome/s  bill,  might  be  taxed  by  the  Master,  where  the 
whole  was  referred  to  him.  So  bills  for  business  done 
at  quarter  sessions,  and  at  great  sessions  in  JVales^  are 
taxable  by  the  Master.  [  Tcainton  J.  Has  not  the  whole 
charge  in  thb  case  been  before  the  Master?  and  do 
you  say  the  proctor's  bill  is  not  taxed  because  he  has 
not  retrenched  it?  Utiledale  J.  You  do  not  say  that 
he  has  declined  considering  those  items,  thinking  that 
he  had  no  jurisdiction.]  The  affidavits  do  not  say  that 
he  has  taxed  them :  he  has  allowed  them  in  a  gross  sum. 
[Taunton  J.  It  appears  that,  although  there  has  been 
no  formal  taxation,  there  was  an  examination  of  the 
accounts,  and  a  communication  made  by  Box  and  Son 
to  the  adverse  proctors,  in  consequence  of  which  they 
reduced  their  charge  as  much  as  it  would  have  been 
reduced  on  a  regular  taxation.  Then,  as  these  are  ap- 
plications to  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  ought  we,  in 
the  exercise  of  that  discretion,  to  refer  it  to  the  Master 
to  do  that  pro  forma  which  would  merely  leave  the  bill 
in  the  same  state  as  before  ?]  The  bill  is  said  to  have 
been  reduced  as  much  as  if  it  had  been  taxed ;  but  this 
was  merely  an  arrangement  of  Becke  and  Co.  and  their 
proctor;  and  the  Court  will  not  delegate  the  duty  of 
the  Master  to  those  parties. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  has  been  the  constant  course 
to  consider  disbursements  of  this  kind  as  part  of  an 

(•)  t  Doug.  199.  n.  [1.] 

attorney's 


FftANKLIW 
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1834.  attorney's  bill;  and,  although  the  proctors'  charges  have 
not  been  actually  taxed  by  the  Master,  yet  as  they  have 
against  bccu  bouft  fide  subjected  to  revision,  we  think  there  is 
BAVQu,       no  ground  for  directing  a  review  of  the  taxation. 


LiTTLEDALE  J.  If  thesc  Were  shewn  to  be  items  which 
ought  not  to  have  been  included  in  the  attorney's  bill, 
the  rule  ought  to  be  absolute  for  the  costs  of  taxation. 
Supposing  the  items  to  have  been  such  as  the  common 
law  officer  could  not  have  taxed,  they  might  have  been 
referred  to  the  officer  of  the  ecclesiastical  court.  Then, 
it  is  said  that  they  could  not  have  been  taxed  there 
without  the  consent  of  Box  and  Son.  But,  however 
this  may  be,  the  parties  here  had  in  some  measure 
agreed  before-hand,  what  should  be  the  amount  of 
charges  in  the  ecclesiastical  courts  and,  that  being  so, 
those  charges  may  properly  be  considered  a  disburse- 
ment in  the  cause.  I  therefore  think  the  rule  ought  to 
be  discharged. 

Taunton  and  Williams  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 
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1834. 

The  King  against  Walsh.  m""^ 

''pHE  defendant  was  convicted   by  a  justice  of  the  Aconvictioo 

peace  of  the  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  on  an  in-  3&4  w^?4. 

formation  stating  that  he,  George  Walsh  of  Se/ty,  in  the  stt^i  ti»t  ihe 

said  West  Riding,  mariner,  did,  on,  &c.,  unlawfully  de-  ^^^^^ 

tain  a  ceitain  certificate  of  register  of  the  sloop  or  vessel  '!!""  "P  ?  ^^ 

called  the  Norarich  Castle,  then  and  ,ihere  beinir  in  the  ^^*^^  ^  *»» 

river  Ouse  at  Selby  aforesaid;   and  that  he,  the  said  cef%ofeu$tom$! 

Held,  that  thb 

G.  W.,  did  then  and  there  unlawfully  and  wilfully  refuse  wu  bad.  u  not 

and  neglect  to  deliver  .up  the  said  certificate  of  register  tfi^wx  witUn 

to  his  Majesty's  officers  of  customs,  for  the  purposes  of  the  mcuoo^ 

such  sloop  or  vessel,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  ^^^  dcLert? 

in  that  case  made  and  provided.     The  conviction  re-  |j|!^,.f^^, 

cited  the  information ;  and  that  the  defendant  was  ap-  M^e*ty*»  cui. 

prehended  and  brought  before  the  justice,  who  examined      l*be  con?ic- 
,  ,  tion  did  not 

into  the  charge ;  and  it  continued  as  follows :  —  "  And  sute  for  what 

on  the  day  and  year,  &c.  one  credible  witness,  to  wit,  ccrUficate  was 

W,  A,  upon  his  oath  deposeth  and  saith  in  the  presence  JS*Lord'2)m.* 

of  the  said  G.  W.,  that  he,  the  said  G.  W.y  now  hath  the  ^,^^i*"** 

possession  of  tlie  said  certificate  of  register  of  the  said  ****  *^"  """^ 
^  °  sion  also  made 

sloop  or  vessel ;  and  that  he,  the  said  G.  JV.,  wrongfully  ^«  contiction 

,  bad,  i»f  not 

and  illegally  detains  the  same,  and  refuses  to  deliver  the  tatitfying  che 

wonls  01  tha 

same  certificate  of  register  up  to  his  Majesty's  officers  of  lame  section, 
customs, /or  the  necessary  purposes  of  the  said  sloop  or  forUiepurpoM 
vessel :  and  whereupon  the  said  G.  W.,  now  here  in  my  ^^i^  ^^  ^^ 
presence,  acknowledgeih  and  saith  that  he  hath  the  pos-  ^"j^,^*^ 
session  of  the  said  certificate  of  register  of  the  said  sloop  ^^'^ 
or  vessel;  and  also  that  he,  the  said  G.  Wi,  hath  refused  ware  defects  in 

kubctance,  and 

and  now  doth  refuse  to  deliver  up  the  said  certificate  of  not  cured  by 

Vol.  I.  K  k  register  a  g.4»  c.  ss. 

«.s. 


Waish. 
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1834.        register  to  the  officers  of  his  Majesty's  said  customs,  for 

""^        the  purposes  of  the  said  sloop  or  vessel :  therefore,  it 
The  KiKO 

agabut  manifestly  appearing  to  me,  that  the  snid  G.  IV,  is  guilty 
of  the  offence  charged  upon  him  in  the  said  information, 
I  do  hereby  convict  him  of  the  offence  aForesaid,  and 
do  declare  and  adjudge  that  the  said  G.  fV,  hath  for- 
feited the  sum  of  100/.,"  &c.  The  defendant,  in  default 
of  payment,  was  committed  to  the  house  of  correction  at 
JVak^ld  for  three  months.  The  conviction  was  after- 
wards removed  into  this  Court  by  certiorari,  and  a  rule 
obtained,  calling  on  the  convicting  justice  and  the  in- 
former  to  shew  cause  why  the  defendant  should  not  be 
discharged  out  of  custody. 

Hoggins  now  shewed  cause.  The  principal  objection 
made  to  the  validity  of  this  conviction  is,  that  it  only 
states  a  refusal  by  the  defendant  to  deliver  up  the  cer- 
tificate to  the  officers^  not  to  the  proper  officers^  of  his 
Majesty's  customs.  The  enactment,  6  G.4.  c.  110.  5.27., 
upon  which  this  conviction  proceeds,  is  explained  by 
7  &  8  G.  4.  c.  56.  5.  20.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The 
present  conviction  must  be  taken  to  have  proceeded  on 
S  &  4  FT.  4.  c,  55.  5.  27.  (a),  but  the  language  of  both  is 

nearly 


(a)  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  55,  s.  27.  «  And  whereas  it  is  not  proper  that  any 
person  under  anj  pretence  whatever  should  detain  the  certificate  of 
registry  of  any  ship  or  vessel,  or  hold  the  same  for  any  purpose  other 
than  the  laMrful  use  and  navigation  of  the  ship  or  vessel  for  which  it  was 
granted ;  be  it  therefore  enacted,  that  in  case  any  person  who  shall  have 
received  or  X>btained  by  any  means  or  for  any  purpose  whatever  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  registry  of  any  ship  or  vessel  (whether  such  person  shaU 
daun  to  be  the  master  or  to  be  the  owner  or  one  of  the  ownen  of  such 
ship  or  vessel,  or  not,)  shall  wilfully  detain  and  refuse  to  deliver  up  the 
same  to  the  proper  officers  of  his  Majesty's  customs,  for  the  purposes  of 
■uch  ship  or  vessel,  as  occasion  shall  require,  [or  to  the  person  or  persons 

having 


Walsh. 
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nearly  the  same.]     Sect.  20.  of  7&8G.4.  r.56.  may        1834. 

serve  to  explain  both  the  other  enactments,  and  that 

'^  The  KiMfl 

speaks  of  *'  the  officers  of  the  customs/'  generally,  as        mpruut 

the  persons  to  whom  the  certificate  is  to  be  delivered 
for  the  purposes  of  the  act  there  referred  to.  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  Still,  must  not  a  conviction  under  the 
present  act  be  for  detaining  according  to  the  words  of 
the  statute,  viz.  from  the  proper  officer?  that  is  the 
offence  charged.  From  whom  is  the  detention  here?] 
From  bis  Majesty's  officers.  The  acts  say,  that  if  it 
shall  appear  to  the  justice  that  the  certificate  **  is  wilfully 
detained  by  the  said  person  "  (not  stating  from  whom), 
he  shall  be  thereof  convicted.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
Then  you  would  say  that  the  officers  need  not  be  men* 
tioned  at  all.]  If  the  wilful  detainer  is  shewn,  the  re- 
fusal to  deliver  the  certificate  to  certain  officers  is  not  a 
necessary  part  of  the  statement.  In  Ex  parte  Edwards{a\ 
the  conviction  was  under  6  G.  4.  £7.108.  5.81.,  which 
enacts,  *^  that  if  any  person  so  convicted  as  a  seaman 
or  a  seafaring  man,  and  carried  on  board  any  of  his 
Majesty's  ships  of  war,  shall,  on  examination  by  any 


baviog  the  actual  command,  possession,  and  management  of  such  ship  or 
▼essel  as  the  ostensible  and  reputed  master,  or  as  the  ostensible  and  re- 
puted owner  or  owners  thereof,]  it  may  and  shall  be  lawful  to  and  for 
any  such  lasUmentioned  person  to  make  complaint  on  oath  of  such  de- 
tainer and  refusal  to  any  justice  of  the  peace,'*  &c.  "  And  if  it  shall 
appear  to  the  said  justice,  on  examination  of  such  person  or  otherwise* 
that  the  said  certificate  of  registry  is  not  lost  or  mislaid,  but  is  wilfully 
detained  by  the  said  person,  such  person  shall  be  thereof  convicted,  and 
shall  forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of  ICXM."  &c. 

Tlie  twenty-seventh  section  of  6  6.  4.  c  110.  does  not  materially  vary 
from  the  above,  except  that  the  words  here  printed  between  brackets  are 
omitted,  and  the  clause  proceeds,  "  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for 
any  owner  or  owners  of  such  ship,"  &c. 

(a)  8  2>.  4*  lt.115. 

K  k  2  surgeon 
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1834*        surgeon  or  surgeons  of  his  Mojesty's  navy,  within  one 


Th«  Kixo 


week  after  being  so  carried  on  board,  be  deemed  to  be 

agaimM        Unfit,  and  shall  be  refused  on  that  account  to  be  received 
Walsh. 

into  his  Majesty's  service,  such  person  shall,  as  soon  as 

convenient,  be  conveyed  before  any  two  or  more  justices 
of  the  peace,  &c. ;  and  upon  proof  that  he  has  been  re- 
fused to  be  received  on  board  any  of  his  Majesty's  ships 
as  fit  for  his  Majesty's  service,  such  justices,  &c.  shall 
and  are  hereby  authorized  and  required  to  call  upon  the 
said  person  to  pay  the  penalty  of  100/.;"  and  it  was  held 
that  a  commitment  for  not  paying  the  penalty  of  100/. 
under  the  above  circumstances  need  not  shew  that  the 
party  has  been  examined  by  a  surgeon  before  the  re- 
fusal. [^Liitledale  J.  The  conviction  here  says  no  more, 
in  effect,  than  that  the  defendant  unlawfully  detained 
the  certificate.  Some  officers  might  not  have  any  au- 
thority to  demand  it,  and  a  detaining  from  them  would 
be  no  offence.]  If  he  had  only  detained  it  from  such  per- 
sons, that  would  have  been  matter  of  defence :  Fawcett 
V.  Faadis{a).  Upon  this  conviction  it  will  be  presumed 
that  he  withheld  it  from  the  proper  officers.  Besides, 
the  case  falls  within  the  general  act,  3  G.  4'.  c,  23.  s.  3.; 
the  merits  have  been  tried ;  the  defendant  has  appeared, 
and  acknowledged  the  offence ;  and  that  being  so,  the 
act  provides  that  a  conviction  "  shall  not  afterwards  be 
set  aside  or  vacated  in  consequence  of  any  defect  of 
form  whatever,  but  the  construction  shall  be  such  a  fair 
and  liberal  construction  as  will  be  agreeable  to  the 
justice  of  the  case."  Here,  the  objection  is  merely 
formal :  the  conviction,  in  effect,  alleges  a  general  denial 
of  the  certificate  as  against  all  the  officers. 

(a)  7  B.^C.  394. 

HoU 
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Hdt  contra.  The  conviction  is  substantially  bad,  18S4. 
first,  in  not  stating  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  neces- 
sary that  the  certificate  should  be  delivered  up,  and, 
secondly,  in  not  alleging  that  it  was  withheld  from  the 
proper  oflScers.  That  expression  in  the  net  relates  to 
particular  persons,  holding  certain  public  offices,  and 
who  are  specifically  pointed  out  by  the  third  and  twen- 
tieth sections  of  the  act,  3  &  4  fF.  4.  c.  55.  In  Rex  v. 
Pixlcy{a\  the  conviction  (upon  an  act  similar  to  the 
present)  charged  the  defendant  with  unlawfully  detain- 
ing, and  unlawfully  refusing  to  deliver  up  a  certificate  of 
registry  to  the  proper  officer,  on  being  required  to 
deliver  the  same  by  the  owner  of  the  ship ;  and  such 
conviction  was  held  not  to  be  supported  by  proof  that 
the  defendant  withheld  the  certificate  from  a  person 
sent  by  the  owner  with  a  letter  requiring  the  defendant 
generally  to  deliver  it,  in  order  that  an  indorsement 
might  be  made  upon  it  at  the  custom-house.  (Here  he 
was  stopped  by  the  Clourt.) 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule 
must  be  made  absolute.  The  conviction  ought  to  have 
shewn  what  the  purpose  was  for  which  the  certificate 
was  required,  in  order  that  the  Court  might  see  whether 
it  was  such  a  purpose  as  the  act,  3  &  4  W,  4e*  c.  55,^ 
contemplates.  It  should  also  have* specified  the  officers 
in  such  a  manner  that  the  Court  might  know  that  they 
were  those  whom  the  act  calls  the  proper  officers.  The 
conviction  is  therefore  bad,  unless  aided  by  the  statute 
3  G.  4.  c.  28.  5. 3.  That  act,  it  is  true,  says,  that 
where  the  merits  have  been  tried,  and  the  defendant  hatt 

(a)   \5EaUt9\. 

K  k  3  appeared 
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18S4.        appeared  and  pleaded,  the  conviction  shall  receive  a 

"  fair  and  liberal  construction  ;  but  still  it  roust  appear  on 

The  KiKo  ,  . 

aeainti       the  face  of  the  conviction  that  some  direct  charge  was 

made,  of  the  nature  contemplated  by  the  act  under 
which  the  proceeding  takes  place.  It  has  been  in- 
geniously contended  here,  that  the  charge  oF  refusing  to 
deliver  the  certificate  to  his  Majesty's  officers  of  the 
customs  implies  a  general  denial  to  all  the  officers. 
But  it  ought  to  appear  distinctly  that  the  denial  was  to. 
such  officers  as  the  statute  authorises  to  demand  the 
certificate :  if  this  were  not  so,  a  party  might  be  con* 
victed  under  circumstances  quite  foreign  to  the  pur- 
poses of  the  act. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  **  proper  officers"  within  the 
meaning  of  this  clause  are  pointed  out  in  the  earlier 
part  of  the  statute.  The  certificate  might  have  been 
demanded  by  other  and  subordinate  officers.  It  does 
not  appear  by  this  conviction  to  whom  the  refusal 
was  made:  the  only  statement  is,  that  the  defendant 
refused  to  deliver  the  certificate  '*  to  his  Majesty's  offi- 
cers of  customs."  It  is  said  that  this  includes  the 
proper  officers ;  but  we  cannot  intend  that  all  came  in  a 
body  and  met  with  the  refusal :  and  the  general  rule  is, 
that,  in  drawing  a  conviction  on  a  statute,  you  must 
bring  the  case  within  the  very  words.  The  "  liberal 
construction"  directed  by  3  G.  4.  c.  23.  5.  3.,  cannot 
extend  to  such  a  defect  as  this.  The  form  of  convic- 
tion adopted  here  is  not  one  furnished  by  the  statute, 
which  does  not  give  any;  and  the  words  of  a  conviction 
under  an  act  of  parliament  ought  either  to  be  in  a 
proper  form  prescribed  by  the  act,  or  to  be  such  as 

clearly 
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clearly  shew  that  an  offence  against  the  act  has  been        18S4. 
committed. 


Taunton  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  No  offence 
was  committee!  against  the  act,  unless  there  was  a  wilful 
detention  of  the  certificate,  and  refusal  to  deliver  it  to 
the  proper  officers  of  the  customs.  The  word  *^  proper'' 
excludes  all  others ;  there  may  be  good  reason  for  ex* 
eluding  those,  and  it  would  not  follow  from  a  refusal  of 
the  certificate  to  them,  that  it  would  be  refused  to  those 
authorised  to  receive  it.  It  is  necessary  to  all  convio* 
tions  that  the  substance  of  the  offence  should  be  stated ; 
and  the  omission  here  is  of  substance,  not  of  form.  The 
argument,  therefore,  from  the  general  act,  3  O,  4.  c.  2S^ 
does  not  apply.  In  Ejc  patie  Edwards  (a)  the  party 
had,  in  point  of  fact,  **  been  refused  to  be  received  on 
board  one  of  his  Majesty's  ships  as  fit  for  his  Majesty's 
service,"  and  it  was  held  that  the  commitment  need  not 
further  state  a  previous  examination  by  a  surgeon,  but 
that  it  was  sufficient,  under  the  act  there  in  question, 
to  shew  that  he  had  been  deemed  unfit,  and  therefore 
refused  (6).  That  case  was  entirely  different  from  this; 
and  Fawcett  v.  Fcfwlis  {c)  is  still  more  so.  The  ground  of 
decision  there  was,  that  the  facts  omitted  in  the  con- 
viction were  matter  of  defence:  that  cannot  apply  to 
the  present  case. 

(n)  %D,^  R.  115. 

(6)  The  act  6  G.  4.  c.  108.  «.  81.  ezpreisly  fttatct,  thM  «  upon  proof 
Uiat*'  the  party  **  bms  been  refused  to  be  receifed  on  board  one  of  hit 
Miyerty's  ihipa  as  fit  fur  hit  Mijesty*!  »enrioe,*'  the  jutticea  may  enforce 
the  penalty,  **  without  hearing  any  evidence  other  than  such  proof  as  last 
aforesaid." 

(c)  7  jB.  *  C  394. 

K  k  4  Williams 
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Williams  J.  I  also  think  that  the  conviction  can- 
not be  supported.  The  act  SG.4.  c.2S.  s.3.  only 
extends  to  cases  **  where  it  appears  by  the  conviction 
that  the  merits  have  been  tried."  Here,  the  merits,  as 
it  strikes  me,  do  not  appear  by  the  conviction  to  have 
been  gone  into.  I  agree  with  my  Lord  Chief  Justice, 
that  the  conviction  ought  to  have  shewn  the  purpose  for 
which  the  certificate  was  required,  and  also  that  the 
officers  were  the  "  proper  officers."  The  conviction, 
therefore,  is  too  general,  and  is  not  aided  by  the  statute 
of  3  G.  if. 

Rule  absolute. 


Breckon  against  Smith. 

INDEBITATUS  assumpsit  for  goods  sold,  and  on 
an  account  stated.  Plea,  the  general  issue.  The 
particular  delivered  with  the  notice  of  declaration  was 
as  follows: — "To  a  beast  sold  and  delivered,  13/.  10s." 
At  the  York  Summer  assizes,  183S,  the  cause  was  tried 
before  Lord  Daiman  C.  J.  as  undefended,  and  the  case 
proved  by  the  plaintiff  was,  that  the  defendant  had  said 


IS/.  105.,  and  was  afraid  he  was  going  to  put  him  to 
trouble :  the  defendant  did  not  say  what  the  sum  was 
owing  for.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  thought  the  evi- 
dence insufficient,  but  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
giving  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.     A  rule  nisi 


Friday, 
Ma^  23d. 

Plaintiff  de- 
cliredfor 
goods  loldy 
and  on  an 
aoeount  >tat«d. 
The  particular 
dclivertd  wiUi 
the  declaradoQ 
was,  "tea 
beast  lold  and 
deliTered, 
13L  lOi." 
The  only  evi- 
dence was,  that  ^  a  third  person  that  he  (defendant)  owed  the  plaintiff 

admitted  in 
oonTersetion 
with  a  third 
person,  not 
shewn  to  be  an 
agent  of  the 
plaintiff,  that 
be  owed  the 
latter  13/.  lOr.: 

Held,  that 
this  was  no 

eridence  of  an  account  stated ;  and  that  it  was  not  evidence  on  the  count  for  goods  sold, 
as  it  was  not  shewn  to  be  applicable  to  the  particular. 

Leave  was  given  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  particular,  and  go  to  a  new  trial  on  pay- 
icft 


was 
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was  obtained,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  evidence 
to  support  the  declaration,  or,  if  any,  that  it  varied  from 
the  caase  of  action  stated  in  the  particular. 

Alexander  now  shewed  cause.  The  general  rule  is, 
that  an  admission  by  the  defendant  of  his  owing  a  cer- 
tain sum  to  the  plaintiff  is  prima  facie  evidence  against 
him  in  an  action  to  recover  the  debt:  1  PhiU.  on  Ev. 
100,  6th  ed.  An  acknowledgment  by  the  defendant  of 
a  debt  due  on  any  account  will  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  upon  the  account  stated :  Knaades  v.  Michel  (a). 
In  Aihly  v.  Ashing  (b)^  the  declaration  was  on  the 
money  counts:  the  defendant  had  given  a  note  for 
IBOL  for  goods  sold,  but  the  note  was  not  proved; 
the  only  evidence  was,  that  the  defendant  had  ad- 
mitted owing  the  plaintiff  150/. ;  and  there  was  no  count 
for  goods  sold.  But  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
held  that  the  general  acknowledgment  was  evidence 
which  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  recover  on  the  account 
stated.  ITatmion  J.  The  plaintiff  may  recover  on  that 
count,  if  the  defendant  has  accounted  with  him  for  a 
single  item  of  his  demand :  Highmore  v.  Primrose  (c). 
The  question  is,  whether  that  is  proved  in  this  case. 
LiUledale  J.  One  item  is  sufficient,  but  the  accounting 
must  be  with  the  plaintiff.  If  a  person,  in  an  off-hand 
conversation  with  A.^  says,  "  I  owe  B.  10/.;"  is  that 
evidence  of  an  accounting  with  B.  ?  Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
In  Askby  v.  Ashly  (6),  though  it  did  not  appear  that 
there  was  an  actual  accounting  with  the  plaintiff,  there 
may  have  been  circumstances  which  gave  that  character 
to  the  admission.    There  had  been  payments  of  interest 

(a)  15  East,249.  ih)  3  Af.  cj-  P.  18G.  (c)  5  M.  ^  Sk  65. 

on 
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1834.  OQ  the  note.]  As  to  the  particular;  if  the  matter  in 
respect  of  which  the  pkintiff  seeks  to  recover,  and  of 

Bkkckon 

agahui  which  he  gives  evidencei  be  expressly  stated  in  the 
declaratioui  the  particular  need  not  mention  it :  Cooper 
v.  Amos  {a).  [Taunton  J.  All  that  is  said  there  is,  that 
it  is  not  usual  in  the  case  of  bills  of  exchange,  to  men- 
tion them  in  the  particular  when  they  are  stated  in  the 
declaration.}  A  particular  is  not  to  be  deemed  insuffi- 
cient for  inaccuracies  which  cannot  mislead :  Harrison 
V.  Wood  (Jb) ;  and  there  it  was  held  that  the  item  *^  cash 
advanced"  in  the  particular,  might  include  disburse- 
ments made  by  the  plaintiff  on  joumies  taken  by  him 
upon  the  defendant's  business.  If  the  Court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  this  particular  is  not  sufficient  to  let  in 
the  evidence,  Holland  v.  Hopkins  (c)  is  an  authority  for 
allowing  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  particular  and  go  to 
a  new  trial  on  payment  of  costs. 

Joseph  Addison  contra.  As  to  the  admission:  in 
KnowUs  V.  Michel  (rf)  and  Highmore  v.  Primrose  {e)  the 
acknowledgment  was  made  to  the  plaintiff's  agent ;  and 
it  does  not  appear  in  Ashh/  v.  Ashby{g)  that  it  was  made 
to  a  stranger.  Here  there  is  no  privity  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  person  to  whom  the  supposed  admis- 
sion is  made.  In  declarii^  on  an  account  stated,  the 
allegation  used  to  be  that  the  defendant  accounted 
<<  with  the  plaintiff."  Holland  v.  Hopkins  (c)  is  an  au- 
thority to  shew  that  this  variance  is  conclusive.  If  the 
plaintiff  were  at  liberty  to  recover,  as  he  now  claims  to 
do,  on  the  account  stated,  this  injustice  might  follow :  — 

(a)  2  Car,  J  P.  267.       ^  (6)  8  Bing,  371. 

(c)  2  A  4  P.  243.  (d)   \3Ettit,  249. 

(tf)  5M.  t  S.  65.  (g)  3Af.  ^  P.  186. 

the 
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the  plaintiff  might   hereafter  bring  an  action  for  the        J834. 
real  aubject-tnatter  of  the  present  demand,  viz.  the  price       '    \ 
of  a  beast  sold  to  the  defendant;  and  if  a  judgment  re-        annhut 

Smith. 

covered  were  to  he  pleaded,  and  issue  taken  on  the 
identity  of  the  causes  of  action,  the  plaintiff  might  con- 
tend that  the  particular  now  in  question  was  for  monej 
had  and  received  by  the  defendant  for*  a  beast  sold  by 
him  as  agent  to  the  plaintiff;  and  the  evidence  in  the 
present  cause,  being  so  loose,  would  afford  no  arfswer  to 
that  suggestion.  The  plaintiff,  therefore,  might  recover 
twice  for  the  same  demand.  (He  was  then  stopped  by 
the  Court.)  • 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  fear  the  plaintiff's  case  is  too 
loose^  for  the  reason  just  given ;  but  I  think  there  ought 
to  be  a  new  trial  on  payment  of  costs,  the  plaintiff 
having  leave  to  amend  his  particular. 

Littledale,  Taunton,  and  Williams  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


Whitehead  against  Tattersall.  w'^^fX 

O  i/ay  24  tb. 

COVENANT.      The  action   was  for  breach  of  a  Covenantor 
I         1   •     •/«•  ^^^  covenantet 

covenant  to  repair  premises  leased  by  the  plamtin  submitted  the 
to  the  defendant.     Plea,  non  est  factum.     On  the  trial  ms^e,  accruing 
before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  Middlesex  sittings  of^vl^aXto 
after  last  Easter  term,  the  execution  by  the  defendant  Jeid[*ulatTn ' 
of  the  counterpart  of  the  lease  containing  the  covenant  ■ct*®"®"  <J»« 

^  o  covenant,  toe 

was  admitted.     The  plaintiff  then  proved  that  the  de-  ••^bitratort 

'  '  award  was  oon- 

duaive  «a  to 
the  amount  of  damagea,  on  lesi  Iha  wmuA  iteelf  eould  be  inpcacfaed. 

fendant 
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1834. 

Whitxhias 

agninsi 
Tattkasalk. 


fendant  had  sent  to  him  a  letter  in  the  following  words : 
*— *'  Mr.  TattersaU  agrees  to  abide  b}^  the  determination 
of  Mr.  Batson  and  Mr.  Mead  as  to  the  dilapidations  at 
Na  33.  Bloomsbury  Square,  and  if  they  cannot  agree»  to 
pay  a  moiety  of  the  expense  of  any  one  they  may  call 
in."  The  plaintiff  agreed  to  this,  and  the  arbitrators 
named,  not  having  agreed,  called  in  an  umpire,  who 
signed  the  following  report :  —  "I  have  surveyed  and 
estimated  the  several  works  necessary  to  be  done  in 
repairing  the  dilapidations  to  a  house,  &c.,  and  find  the 
same  amount  to  the  sum  of  5BL  Bs"  The  Lord  Chief 
Justice  was  of  opinion  that,  in  default  of  evidence  to 
impeach  this  award,  the  jury  must  take  the  damages  as 
found  by  the  umpire ;  and  a  verdict  was  accordingly 
given  for  S5L  Ss,  damages. 


Piatt  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  there 
should  not  be  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection. 
Had  the  action  been  brought  upon  the  award,  the  find- 
ing in  it  would  be  conclusive ;  but  this  is  an  action  for 
breach  of  covenant:  therefore  the  award  cannot  go 
further  than  an  admission  of  the  defendant  would  go, 
and  that  would  not  be  conclusive  evidence.  ILiftledale  J. 
No  evidence  was  offered  to  impeach  the  award.]  But 
proof  would  have  been  offered  that,  in  fact,  the  damages 
were  less  than  those  found  by  the  award.  [^Taunton  J. 
The  award  of  an  arbitrator  concludes  the  right,  unless 
you  can  impeach  the  award.  Lawrence  J.,  at  the  Here- 
ford  assizes,  ruled  that  an  award  was  conclusive  evidence 
in  an  action  of  ejectment.] 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  award  binds  the  plaintiff; 
and,  that  being  so,  it  must  bind  the  defendant.  There 
must  be  no  rule. 

Little- 
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LiTTLEDALE,   Tadnton,    and   Williams  Js.   con-        18S4. 
GUI  red.  

Whitkhxad 

Rule  refused.        ngainn 
>  Tattbasall. 


Ann  and  Margaret  Dodd  against  Samuel  and  juay  24^. 
James  Holme. 

CASE.     The  declaration  stated,  that  before  and  at  Two  persons 
hsTiDff  ■djscent 
the  time  of  the  committing,  &c.  the  plaintiffs  were  lands,  tbe  one 

possessed  of  an  ancient  dwelling-house,  and  that  before,  at  tbe  extremity 

&c.   the    defendants   were    employed   in    digging    the  Sie  other  ifter- 

foundations  of  a  certain  intended  building   in   a  cer-  j;"^*««^*^ 

o  his  own  sou 

tain  piece  of  land  next  adjoinincr  to  the  land  whereon  n«"to,but 

'^  f  without  touch- 

the  said  dwelling-house  was  built,  yet  defendants,  well  iog,the(p>ond 

so  built  upon. 

knowing  tbe  premises,  but  intending,  &c.,  while  the  Quaere,  wbe- 

plaintiffs  were   so   possessed,  &c.,  so   carelessly,  neg-  making  such 

ligently,  unskilfully,  and  improperly  dug  the  said  found-  bound  to  see 

ations  in   the  land  next  adjoining   the   said   land   on  boilrt'fo^"?^" 

which  the  said  dwelling-house  was  built,  that  by  reason  HJ^g^*^^ 

thereof  the  foundations   and   walls    of    the  dwelling-  •«>«' ;  «nd 

°     whether,  if 

house    sank  and  gave   way,   and    became    and   were  thej  be  so,  he 

is  guilt  J  of  an 
greatly  weakened,  loosened,  damaged,  and  unsafe,  and  actionable  ne- 

the  dwelling-house   thereby  became  untenantable  and  havinglo^sed 

uninhabitable.      The    second    count   was   similar,   but  without  pro- 

stated  the  dwelling-house  to  have  been  built  for  a  long  J|f|,°f  ^^ 

although  no 
negligence  be 
shewn  in  the  mode  of  carrying  on  the  work  ? 
Supposing  him  not  lisble  in  tbe  case  of  a  newly  built  house ;  Qusere*  whether  he  would 
be  so  if  the  house  had  stood  twenty  years  before  the  excavation  was  made? 

But  where  it  is  alleged  and  proved  that  the  defendant  so  negligently,  unskilfully,  and 
impropeily  dug  his  own  soil  that  the  plaintiff's  house  was  thereby  injured,  an  action  liest 
and  although  it  be  shewn  that  the  house  was  infirm,  and  could  at  all  evenu  have  stood  only 
a  few  months,  still  the  plaintiff  may  recover  in  proportion  to  the  loss  actually  suffered,  if 
the  jury  find  ttjat  the  injury  to  the  house  was  the  consequence  of  the  defendant's  negligence  ; 
and  in  determining  the  question  of  negligence^  the  jury  ought  to  consider  the  state  of  the 
plaintifiTs  bouse. 

time, 
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J  834.  time,  viz.  twenty  years  before,  &c.  The  third  count 
stated  the  dwellinir-house  to  be  ancient,  and  that  the 

aemist  defendants  wrongfully,  carelessly^  and  unskilfully  made 
an  excavation  near  the  foundations  of  the  said  dwell- 
ing-house, whereby  the  soil  about  the  said  foundations 
was  loosened,  and  the  foundations  weakened,  &c.  The 
fourth  count  was  similar  to  the  thiixl,  only  stating  the 
dwelling-house  to  have  been  erected  twenty  years  be- 
fore. The  fifth  count  was  similar,  except  that  it  merely 
described  the  house  as  a  certain  dwelling-house.  The 
declaration  concluded  with  various  special  averments  of 
damage.     Plea,  not  guilty.. 

At  the  trial  before  BoUand  B.,  at  the  Lancaster  Sum- 
mer assizes,  183S,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs'  was  an 
old  house;  some  witnesses  remembered  it  thirty-five 
years:  an  old  warehouse  belonging  to  the  defendants 
had  formerly  come  close  up  to  it,  but  was  pulled  down, 
and  the  defendants,  at  the  time  referred  to  by  the  de- 
claration, excavated  ground  on  the  site  of  the  ware- 
house, for  the  foundation  of  a  new  building.  The 
excavation  was  six  feet  deep,  and  came  within  about 
four  feet  of  the  plaintiffs'  house.  The  ii^rmediate  soil 
was  not  touched.  After  the  excavation  was  made,  the 
gable  wall  of  the  house  bulged,  and  the  defendants  then 
(but  not  before)  endeavoured  to  shore  it  up;  but  the 
wall  gave  way  in  all  directions,  and  it  became  necessary 
to  rebuild  it.  Afler  the  excavation  began,  the  weather 
was  very  wet,  which  partly  occasioned  the  fall  of  the 
gable.  Witnesses  for  the  plaintifTs  stated,  that  if  the 
wall  had  been  shored  properly  and  in  time,  it  would 
not  have  given  way.  The  defendants'  witnesses  said 
that  the  wall  was  in  so  rotten  a  state  that  it  could  not 
have  been  effectually  shored ;  that  it  had  only  a  slight 

foundation. 


Houn. 
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fbundation,  and  was  pressed  upon  by  a  great  weight  of        163i. 
rubbish  on  the  plaintiffs'  premises,  and  that,  even  if 

DOSD 

undisturbed,  it  could  not  have  stood  six  months.  For  ngamst 
the  defendants  it  was  contended,  thnt  a  man  could  not, 
by  building  his  house  on  the  extremity  of  his  own  land, 
claini  to  prevent  a  neighbour  from  using  his  own  land 
lying  adjacent;  and  Peyton  v.  T^e  Mayor  of  London  {a\ 
and  WyaU  v.  Harrison  (i),  were  cited.  The  learned 
Judge,  after  detailing  the  evidence  to  the  jury,  stated 
the  law  as  follows: — "  If  I  have  a  building  on  my 
own  land,  which  I  leave  in  the  same  state,  and  my 
neighbour  digs  in  his  land  adjacent,  so  as  to  pull  down 
my  wall,  he  is  liable  to  an  action.  If,  however^  I  had 
loaded  my  wall,  so  that  it  had  more  on  it  than  it  could 
well  bear,  be  would  not  be  liable."  And  he  stated  the 
question  for  the  jury  to  be,  whether  the  fall  was  occa* 
sioned  by  the  defendants'  negligence,  in  which  case  the 
verdict  ought  to  be  for  the  plaintifis;  or  by  its  own 
infirmity,  in  which  case  they  should  find  for  the  defend- 
ants. The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs.  In 
Michaelmas  term  following,  a  new  trial  was  moved  for, 
on  the  ground  that  the  learned  Judge  had  misdirected 
the  jury,  inasmuch  as  they  might  have  been  led  by  the 
summing  up  to  suppose  that  the  mere  act  of  digging 
near  the  plaintifis'  land,  in  consequence  of  which  the 
wall  fell,  was  a  negligence  for  which  an  action  lay, 
unless  the  wall  was  improperly  loaded ;  whereas  the 
real  question  was,  whether  the  work  had  been  done  by 
the  defendants  in  a  negligent  manner,  or  with  as  much 
care  as  the  circumstances  allowed.  It  was  also  con- 
tended, that  it  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury  whether 

(a)  9B.t  C  7S5.  (6)  3  B.  ^  Ad,  871. 

the 
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18S4.        the  bouse  was  built  in  such  a  manner  as  a  man  ought 

to  build  a  house  at  the  extremity  of  his  land,  in  order  to 
Dqdo  ...  •         . 

againu        bave  an  action  against  his  neighbour  (if  any  such  action 

would  lie)  for  injury  occasioned  to  the  house  by  the 

neighbour  digging  in  his  own  soil.     A  rule  nisi  having 

been  obtained, 

Blackbume  and  Roscoe  now  shewed  cause.  The 
learned  Judge's  direction,  taking  it  to  have  been  as  re- 
presented, was  right  A  man  excavaUng  his  own  land 
adjoining  the  house  of  another,  is  bound  to  take  the 
necessary  precautions  that  injury  may  not  result  from 
his  act  He  is  cognizant  of  what  is  taking  place ;  the 
neighbouring  owner  is  not,  or  if  he  is,  he  does  not  know 
what  precaution  may  be  necessary.  He  cannot  enter 
upon  the  land  where  the  work  is  doing.  Wilde  v.  Min- 
sterley{a\  on  the  authority  of  which  Wyatt  v.  Harrison  (J) 
was  decided,  is  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  far  as  re- 
gards the  case  of  a  house  not  new :  and  it  is  not  made  a 
question  there,  whether  the  party  digging  his  land  did 
it  negligently  or  not.  It  is  there  said,  that  *^  it  was  ^.'s 
own  fault  that  he  built  his  house  so  near  to  JS.'s  land ; 
for  he,  by  his  act,  cannot  hinder  B.  from  making  the  best 
use  o(  his  own  land  that  he  can."  So  also  it  might  be 
said,  that  the  proprietor  of  the  land  now  excavated  could 
not  use  it  $o  as  to  prevent  A.  from  enjoying  the  benefit 
of  his  own  land  by  building  on  any  part  of  it  The 
question,  therefore,  in  such  cases,  comes  to  be,  which  of 
the  parties  has  first  appropriated  his  land  to  a  particular 
purpose  in  derogation  of  the  other's  right  It  is  like  the 
case  of  appropriation  of  flowing  water.     {^Liiiledale  J. 

(a)  2  lUU.  Ahr.  564.  tit.  Trttpau,  I.  pi.  1.        (6)  3  B.  ^  Ad.  871. 

That 
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That  can  only  be  by  twenty  years'  adverse  enjoyment,        ISSi. 
Mason  v.  Hill  («).]     Although  the  building  were  recent,        "T 
yet  the  adjoining  proprietor,  if  he  wishes  afterwards  to        againu 

HULMC 

excavate  his  own  land,  must  take  care  that  he  does  not 
thereby  injure  the  land  upon  which  his  neighbour  built 
when  he  had  a  full  right  so  to  do.  Turbervil  v.  Stamp  {b) 
applies  in  principle  to  the  present  case.  In  Slingsh/  v. 
Barnard  (c),  the  declaration  alleged  that  the  defendants 
dug  a  cellar  under  Bamardh  house,  so  near  the  found* 
ation  of  the  plaintiff's  house,  that  it  was  undermined, 
and  part  fell ;  and  this  was  held  good,  on  objections  not 
affecting  the  present  point;  but  it  does  not  appear 
that  negligence  was  alleged.  In  Smith  v.  Martin  {d) 
there  was  a  similar  declaration,  not  averring  negligence; 
but  no  objection  was  raised  on  that  ground,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  judgment.  In  Roberts  v.  Read{e)  negli- 
gence was  not  alleged,  but  that  was  not  made  an  ob« 
jection.  The  objections  made  in  Sutton  v.  Clarke  {g\ 
where  the  defendant  was  held  not  liable  for  consequential 
damage  to  neighbouring  land,  are  not  applicable  here ; 
and  GilAs  C.  J.  said  (/i),  <^  This  case  is  perfectly  unlike 
that  of  an  individual,  who,  for  his  own  benefit,  makes 
an  improvement  on  his  own  land  according  to  his  best 
skin  and  diligence,  and  not  foreseeing  it  will  produce 
any  injury  to  his  neighbour:  if  he  thereby  unwittingly 
injure  his  neighbour,  he  is  answerable."  In  Jones  v. 
Bird  (t),  the  Court  clearly  intimated  their  opinion,  that 
the  party  doing  a  work  is  bound  to  take  care  that  it  be 
not  injurious   to   the   adjoining  premises,  and  to  use 

(a)  ZB.^  A'h  304.  S  B.  i  Ad.  I.         (6)  1  SdUc  IS. 
(c)  1  RolL  lUp.  43a  [d)  2  Saund.  5d4. 

(e)  16  Etui,  215.  (g)  6  Taunt.  29. 

(A)  6  TttwU.  44.  (0  5B.iAU.  957. 
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every  precaution  for  that  purpose  which  a  skilful  man 
could  reasonably  be  required  to  use  in  such  a  case.  The 
expressions  of  Abbott  C.  J.  {a)  and  Bayley  J.  (6)  are 
strong  to  that  effect.  And  that  was  the  case  of  persons 
employed  by  commissioners  of  sewers  in  the  perform- 
ance of  a  public  duty,  where  the  acts  done  would  receive 
the  most  favourable  construction.  Bex  v.  The  Com^ 
missioners  of  Sewers  for  Pagham  Levels  {c)  bears  no 
analogy  to  this  case ;  it  was  decided  on  the  ground,  that 
each  land- owner  has  a  right  to  protect  himself  against 
the  sea«  and  that  his  neighbour  must  take  the  same  pre- 
cautions for  himself.  In  Peyton  v.  Tlie  MayoTy  S^c,  rf 
London  {d\  the  chief  question  raised  was,  whether  the 
plaintiff  had  a  right  to  have  his  house  supported  by  the 
adjoining  one,  which  the  defendants  pulled  down.  Lord 
TetUerden  there  said,  ^<  Adverting  to  the  facts  proved, 
and  to  the  want  of  evidence  from  which  a  grant  to  the 
plaintiffs  of  a  right  to  the  support  of  the  adjoining  bouse 
might  be  inferred,  and  to  the  form  of  the  declaration, 
we  think  the  nonsuit  was  right"  There  it  was  held, 
that  the  plaintiff's  duty  was  to  shore  up  his  own  house 
on  the  inside ;  but  here,  the  plaintiffs  could  not  know 
what  precaution  to  take ;  they  were  obliged  to  rely  on 
the  defendant  doing  his  duty,  by  using  proper  pre- 
caution, or  not  carrying  his  excavation  to  a  dangerous 
extent.  In  Brotwn  v.  Windsor  (^),  the  defendant  was 
held  liable  for  having  carelessly  and  unskilfully  excavated 
his  own  soil,  so  as  to  sink  the  wall  of  his  own  house,  and 
thereby  to  injure  that  of  the  plaintiff;  but  there  the  plain- 
tiff had  been  expressly  permitted  to  rest  his  building 


(a)  SB.^A,  844.  1  DowL  ^  R,  503. 
(h)  SB.^A.  845.  1  Dowl.  i  H,  504. 
(c)  8  £.  4*  C.  95S.  id)  9B.iC.  795. 


(«)  1  Cro.  i  J.  sa 
against 


HoLMX. 


lu  THE  Fourth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  499 

against  that  of  the  defendant  Here,  a  similar  licence,  as  1 834<« 
to  the  soil,  may  be  presumed  from  long  user.  [Lord  Z)«i-  ' 
man  C.  J.  The  mere  user  of  his  own  house  on  his  own  ngaitut 
soil  shews  nothing.]  Garrow  B.  said  there,  "  There 
may  be  cases,  where  a  man,  altering  his  own  premises^ 
cannot  support  his  neighbour's,  and  the  support  if  ne- 
cessary must  be  supplied  elsewhere.  In  such  case,  he 
must  give  notice,  and  then,  if  any  injury  occur,  it  would 
not  be  occasioned  by  the  party  pulling  down,  but  by 
the  other  party  neglecting  to  take  due  precaution." 
f^att  V.  Harrison  {a)  goes  no  further,  for  the  present 
purpose,  than  fVilde  v.  Minsterley  (b) :  the  declaration 
there  did  not  (in  the  part  which  alone  was  demurred  to) 
allege  any  negligence  or  other  fault  in  the  defendant. 
In  Wallers  v.  Pfeil{c\  Lord  Tenterden  says,  that  "  the 
owner  of  premises  adjoining  those  pulled  down  must 
shore  up  his  own  in  the  inside,  and  do  every  thing 
proper  to  be  done  upon  them  for  their  preservation. — 
Still  the  omission  does  not  necessarily  defeat  the  action  ; 
if  the  pulling  down  be  irregularly  and  improperly  done^ 
and  the  injury  is  produced  thereby,  the  person  so  acting 
may  be  liable  for  it,  although  the  owner  of  the  house  de- 
stroyed may  not  have  done  all  that  he  ought  for  his  own 
protection."  But  here  it  is  not  shewn  that  any  thing  was 
necessary  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff;  the  evidence  was, 
that  the  wall  would  have  stood  if  shored  up  from  without. 
It  is  also  a  material  point  in  the  present  case,  that  the 
plaintiff's  house  was  ancient.  In  Palmer  v.  Fleshees  [d) 
it  is  said,  that  if  land  be  let  to  A.  for  building  a 
house,  and  other  land  to  B.  for  the  same  purpose,  and 
A.  erects  a  house,  and  then  B.  digs  a  cellar  in  his 

(a)  ZB.^AtL  871.  (6)  S  RM.  Jbn  5^A.  tit.  IYv^nui^  I.  pL  1. 

(c)  M.  ^  M.  564.  (d)  1  5U.  167. 
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ISSi-.        land  whereby  the  wall  of  A.'s  house  adjoining  falls,  no 
"Z  action  on  the  case  lies,  for  each  may  make  the  best 

^mu  advantage  of  his  own :  but  it  is  otherwise  {semble\  if  it 
was  an  ancient  wall  or  house  which  fell  by  such  digging. 
{Littledale  J.  Wilde  v,  Minsterley  {a)  is  staled  as  the 
case  of  a  house  newly  built.]  In  Stansell  v.  Jollard  (b). 
Lord  Ellcnborough  held,  "  that  where  a  man  bad  built 
to  the  extremity  of  his  soil,  and  had  enjoyed  his  build- 
ing above  twenty  years,  upon  analogy  to  the  rule  as  to 
lights,  &c.,  he  had  acquired  a  right  to  a  support,  or  as 
it  were  of  leaning  to  his  neighbour's  soil,  so  that  his 
neighbour  could  not  dig  so  near  as  to  remove  the  sup- 
port, but  that  it  was  otherwise  of  a  house,  &c.  newly 
built."  Lord  Tenterden  apparently  inclines  to  the 
same  opinion  in  Wyatt  v.  Harrison  (c).  Here  the  plain- 
tiff had  such  a  right  to  the  support  of  the  soil  for  his 
^  house,  assuming  the  case  to  be  analogous  to  that  of 

flowing  water,  for  there  had  been  more  than  a  twenty 
years'  enjoyment.  As  to  the  objection  that  the  learned 
Judge  did  not  leave  it  to  the  jury  whether  the  plaintifis' 
house  had  been  properly  built;  it  would  be  absurd  if, 
in  every  case  where  a  man's  house  is  injured  by  an 
improper  act  of  his  neighbour,  he  should  be  bound  to 
shew  that  the  house  was  originally  built  with  due  pre- 
caution against  such  accidents;  especially  where  the 
building  is  of  an  ancient  date.  A  man  has  the  same 
right  to  build  on  the  confines  of  his  land  as  elsewhere; 
bis  neighbour  may  also  excavate  on  the  confines  of  his 
land,  but  must  do  so  with  proper  care  not  to  endanger 
what  the  other  has  built.  iLiUledale  J.  Suppose  the 
house  was  ancient,  and  insufficiently  built,  and  was,  at 

(a),  8  SnlL  Abr,  564.  tit.  Tretpoih  I.  pi.  1. 

(6)  MS.  1  Selw.  N.  P.  444.  8th  ed.  (c)  3  B.  4-  Ad.  875. 
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the  time  of  the  excavation,  ready  to  fall  for  want  of       18S4. 
proper  repair.     Could  the  plaintiff  sue,  being  himself  in        — — 

DODD 

fault  by  his  neglect  ?]  Lord  Ellenborot4gh*s  observations  agmnat 
in  JValters  v.  Pfeil{a)  furnish  one  answer  to  that  ques- 
tion. And,  if  it  is  applied  to  the  present  case,  the 
evidence  shews  that  the  plaintiffs'  house  was  weakened 
by  the  pulling  down  of  the  defendant's  warehouse,  which 
formerly  adjoined  it.  A  further  answer  to  the  present 
application  is,  that  the  question,  whether  or  not  the  de- 
fendant's work  had  been  done  in  a  negligent  manner, 
was  in  fact  before  the  jury.  It  is,  in  effe^,  if  not  in 
express  terms,  raised  by  the  learned  Judge's  summing 
up,  and  must  have  been  present  to  his  mind,  as  he  took 
part  in  the  decision  of  Brown  v.  Windsor  (J).  And  the 
evidence  throughout  has  a  bearing  on  the  same  ques- 
tion. The  finding,  therefore,  is  conclusive,  whatever 
may  be  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  other  points 
argued. 

jF.  Pollock  and  Wightman^  contr^.  One  material 
question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the  plaintiffs'  house, 
when  originally  built,  was  such  as  it  ought  to  have  been, 
with  reference  to  its  situation  on  the  confines  of  another 
person's  soil :  a  furtlier  question  is,  whether  it  still  con- 
tinued in  the  state  in  which  it  ought  to  have  been, 
with  reference  to  the  rights  of  that  person  on  his  own 
soil,  at  the  time  when  the  excavation  was  made.  If  it 
was  not  then  in  such  a  state,  the  taking  down  of  the 
warehouse  is  no  excuse  1  if  it  was  in  a  proper  state, 
and  the  removal  of  the  warehouse  left  it  in  a  situation 
of  danger,  the  plaintiff  should  have  used  the  pre- 
cautions that  became  necessary,  and  might  then  have 
proceeded  against  the  party  removing  for  compensation. 

(a)  AT.  ^  2i,  364.  C^)  1  Cro,  ^  /.  20. 
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1834.        The  law  which  has  been  stated  respecting  easements 
"T  enjoyed  for  twenty  years,  and  so  passing  into  a  right, 

againu  does  not  apply.  If  a  party  opens  new  windows,  or 
takes  to  himself  the  use  of  flowing  water,  or  of  a  way 
across  land,  the  person  to  whose  prejudice  this  is  done 
has  notice  of  the  act  or  acts,  and  may  at  any  time  in- 
terrupt them.  But  if  a  man  builds  a  crazy  house  at  the 
extremity  of  his  land,  the  neighbour,  whose  property  it 
adjoins,  is  not  in  a  situation  to  know  the  nature  and 
consequences  of  that  act.  He  cannot  ascertain  how  the 
building  is  constructed ;  nor,  if  he  could,  can  he  inter- 
fere by  action  or  otherwise.  It  cannot  be  contended 
that  he  must  immediately  excavate  his  own  land  to 
prevent  the  other  party  from  establishing  a  claim  to 
have  such  a  house  in  its  vicinity ;  but  it  would  be  hard 
if  he  were  therefore  to  forfeit  his  right  of  digging  hb 
own  soil  at  a  future  time,  when  occasion  required  it 
A  person  v/ho  chooses  to  build  a  house  at  the  verge  of 
his  land,  must  make  it  fit  to  bear  any  fair  exercise  of 
those  rights  which,  notwithstanding  the  erection  of  such 
a  house,  still  belong  to  the  adjoining  proprietor.  If  he 
will  build  on  an  insufficient  foundation,  he  may  do  so 
in  the  centre  of  his  land ;  if  he  does  it  at  the  extremity, 
he  must  bear  the  consequence.  ILUUedale  J.  He  does 
not  then  build  in  such  a  manner  as  is  proper  in  that 
situation.]  No  authority  has  been  cited  which  bears 
out  the  distinction  suggested  between  an  ancient  and  a 
modem  house.  The  dictum  of  Lord  TetUerden  in 
Wyqfl  V.  Harrison  (a)  only  amounts  to  a  qwere.  To 
support  the  argument  on  the  other  side,  it  must  be 
maintained,  that  where  a  man  has  a  house  at  the  edge 
of  his  land,  and  the  digging  of  his  neighbour's  soil  is 

(a)  3B.i  Ad.  875. 

the 


IN  THE  Fourth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  £0S 

the  proximate  cause  of  that  house  falling  in,  whatever  18S4. 
may  have  been  its  previous  condition,  the  neighbour  is 
liable.  No  case  bears  out  that  proposition.  [Little* 
dale  J.  Suppose  the  house  to  have  been  substantially 
built,  to  have  stood  thirty  or  forty  years,  and  to  have 
beer^  kept  in  proper  repair  :  do  you  say  that  if  the  de* 
fendant,  by  excavating  his  adjacent  ground,  let  down 
that  house,  though  without  actual  negligence  on  his 
part,  an  action  would  not  lie  against  him  ?]  It  would 
not,  if  there  had  been  no  negligence  in  the  defendant. 
It  is  difficult  to  say  how,  in  such  a  case,  the  mischief 
could  occur  without  some  actual  negligence ;  but  at  all 
events  it  cannot  be  contended  that  a  party  has  a  right 
to  be  guaranteed  against  all  consequences  of  the  use 
which  his  neighbour  may  make  of  his  own  land.  The 
question  here  is,  whether  the  state  of  the  plaintifis' 
premises  was  not  such  that  damage  ensued  from  what 
was  in  itself  a  legal  act.  The  only  ground  upon  which 
the  fact  of  the  house  being  ancient  could  affect  this  case^ 
would  be  (as  it  is  put  by  Lord  TerUerden  in  WyaU  v. 
Harrison  {a\)  that  the  **  circumstance  of  antiquity 
might  imply  the  consent  of  the  adjoining  proprietor,  at 
a  former  time,  to  the  erection  of  a  building  in  that  situ- 
ation.'' Nothing  but  that  supposed  consent,  in  deroga* 
tion  of  his  own  right,  could  preclude  him  from  using 
his  soil  as  he  thought  proper  to  the  very  extremity;  and 
here  the  facts  negative  such  consent,  for  the  defendants 
had  a  warehouse  at  the  extremity  of  their,  land,  adjoin- 
ing  the  plaintiffs'  house,  and,  as  far  as  could  be  known^ 
built  at  the  same  time.  The  plaintiffs  therefore  have  no 
right  to  put  the  case  in  any  other  way  than  as  if  both  the 

(a)  ZB.iAd.^lB. 
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1834.        house  and  warehouse  bad  been  built  recently,  and  the 

house  had  been  as  strongly  constructed  as  it  ought  to 

agaiiui       have  been,  to  stand  in  that  situation.     Upon  the  whole, 

HOLMK. 

then,  the  question  raised  is  the  same  as  that  in. 
ff^att  V.  Harrison  {a).  No  actual  neglect  can  be  al* 
leged,  except  that  the  defendants  did  not  shore  up  the 
plaintifl&'  house ;  and  Peyton  v.  The  Mayor  of  Lou" 
don  {b)  shews  that  that  was  not  necessary. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  case,  as  presented  to  the 
Court,  involves  some  curious  points,  which,  however,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  decide.  The  declaration  charges 
that  the  plaintiffi  were  possessed  of  a  house,  and  that 
the  defendants  so  negligently  and  carelessly  dug  their, 
foundations  in  the  land  next  adjoining  the  land  on  which 
the  said  house  was  built,  that  the  walls  thereof  sank  and 
gave  way.  The  question  is,  if  those  allegations  were 
proved,  and  if  it  was  properly  left  to  the  jury  whether 
they  were  or  were  not  proved.  The  real  point  in  the 
case  was,  the  cause  of  the  damage  sustained  by  the 
plaintiffs.  It  is  impossible  not  to  see  that  the  question, 
what  that  cause  was,  involves  the  consideration  of  the 
state  in  which  the  plaintiffs'  house  was  at  the  time  of 
the  act  done  by  the  defendants.  Upon  that  subject  a 
great  deal  of  evidence  was  given,  and,  no  doubt,  pro- 
perly impressed  upon  the  jury ;  and  I  think  it  was  sub- 
stantially left  to  them  in  the  charge  of  the  learned 
Judge,  whether  or  not  the  result  complained  of  was 
caused  by  the  negligent  act  of  the  defendants.  It  being 
so  left  to  them,  I  think,  upon  the  balance  of  evidence, 
no  other  result  could  have  been  expected  than  the  ver- 

(a)  5B.iA(L  871.  (6)  9  B.  i  C.  7S5. 

diet 


IN  THE  Fourth  Year  op  WILLIAM  IV.  505 

diet  tb<^  gave;  the  damage  having  occurred  so  soon  18Si« 
after  the  act  complained  of.  A  man  has  no  right  to 
accelerate  the  fall  of  his  neighbour's  house.  Without, 
therefore,  entering  into  the  general  question  of  law  as  to 
the  right  of  a  party  building  on  the  edge  of  his  own 
soil,  or  the  question  whether  twenty  years'  occupation  is 
an  essential  part  of  such  right,  on  which  I  give  no 
opinion,  I  think  the  question  in  this  case  was  fairly  left 
to  the  jury,  and  the  verdict  a  proper  one. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  think  that  the  plaintiff'  house, 
having  stood  more  than  twenty  years,  might  be  con- 
sidered as  an  ancient  house.  What  difference  that  might 
make  under  other  circumstances,  it  is  unnecessary  now. 
to  say :  the  plaintiffs  had  at  all  events  acquired  certain 
rights ;  and  the  complaint  in  this  action  is,  that  the  de- 
fendants, by  their  negligence,  occasioned  a  loss  to  the 
plaintiffs,  which  was  a  prejudice  to  those  rights.  The 
learned  Judge  appears,  by  his  report,  to  have  put  the 
case  to  the  jury  in  language  like  that  used  by  this  Court 
in  their  judgment  in  JVyaU  v.  Harrison  {a).  I  do  not 
find  that  he  left  it  prominently  as  a  question,  what  was 
the  state  of  the  building;  but  that  must  have  been  a 
matter  submitted  to  them;  for,  in  enquiring  whether 
the  injury  was  owing  to  the  neglect  of  the  defendants, 
the  state  of  the  premises  must  have  been  a  part  of  the 
consideration.  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  ground 
for  a  new  trial. 

Tauktom  J.    The  question  in  the  cause  was  merely 
one  of  fact,  and  I  cannot  see  in  what  respect  the  jury 

(«)  SB.  4;  Ad.  871. 
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1834.  have  drawn  a  wrong  conclusion.  In  every  count  of  the 
declaration  it  is  stated  that  the  defiendants  did  the  act 
complained  of  negligently,  carelessly,  and  unskilfully, 
and  that  by  reason  thereof,  that  is,  of  such  negligent  and 
improper  conduct,  the  damage  was  occasioned.  A  very 
long  enquiry  was  gone  into  at  the  trial,  how  far  the 
defendants  had  acted  negligently  or  cautiously,  upon 
whicn  the  jury  have  formed  their  conclusion ;  and  they 
must  be  taken  to  have  decided,  according  to  the  aver- 
ments in  the  declaration,  not  only  that  there  was  neg- 
ligence in  the  defendants,  but  that,  by  reason  of  such 
negligence,  the  damage  accrued.  It  was  said  that  the 
house,  if  undisturbed,  might  not  have  stood  six  months; 
but  if  that  was  so,  still  the  defendants  had  no  right  to 
accelerate  its  fall :  six  months'  enjoyment  was  of  some 
value,  and  the  defendants  had  no  right  to  deprive  the 
plaintiiFs  even  of  that  short-lived  existence  of  their  dwell- 
ing-house. If  the  building  had  fallen  down  merely  in 
consequence  of  its  infirm  condition,  that  would  not  have 
been  a  damage  by  the  act  of  the  defendants ;  but  the 
jury  have  found  otherwise,  and  I  think  the  evidence 
supports  their  finding.  As  to  the  summing  up,  the 
learned  Judge  has  stated  it  briefly  in  his  report,  and 
may  not  recollect  every  observation  he  made,  but,  con- 
sidering the  length  of  time  occupied  by  the  cause,  and 
the  quantity  of  evidence  gone  into,  it  is  impossible, 
even  if  the  Judge  had  been  silent  on  the  point,  that  the 
jury  should  have  omitted  to  consider  whether  or  not  the 
act  of  the  defendants  was  done  by  them  negligently ; 
and,  without  looking  narrowly,  and,  as  Lord  Kenyan 
used  to  say,  "  with  eagle's  eyes,"  at  the  words  used  by 
the  learned  Judge,  I  think  we  are  justified  in  saying 
that  the  minds  of  the  jury  were  sufficiently  directed  to 

the 
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the  question  how  far  the  damage  complained  of  arose        1834. 
from  the  improper  act  of  the  defendants. 

Williams  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion^  and  I  think 
it  is  clear  from  the  learned  Judge's  report,  that  the 
attention  of  the  jury  was  drawn  to  that  which  was  the 
real  subject  of  enquiry.     Much  evidence  was  given  to 
shew  that  the  injury  was  occasioned  by  the  faulty  state 
of  the  house,  and  not  by  the  negligent  proceeding  of  the 
defendants;  that  question  must  have  been  fully  before 
the  jury,  and  there  was  nothing  in  the  summing  up  to 
withdraw  it  from  their  notice.    The  bad  condition  of 
the  house  would  only  afiect  the  amount  of  damages.     If 
it  was  true  that  the  premises  could  have  stood  only  six 
months,  the  plaintiffs  still  had  a  cause  of  action  against 
those  who  accelerated  its  fall :  the  state  of  the  house 
might  render  more  care  necessary  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  not  to  hasten  its  dissolution.     There  was 
evidence  of  an  actual  neglect  in  them ;  and,  upon  the 
whole,  there  is  reason  to  think  that  the  jury  drew  the 
proper  inference* 

Rule  discharged. 
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Saturday,  ByWATER  a^aitlSt  RiCHABDSON. 

May  24tb.  '^ 


o* 


PloinUffbougbt  i^ASE.     The  declaration  stated  that  plaintiff,  at  the 

a  hone,  war-       \^^ 

ranted  sound,  special  instance,  &c.   bargained  with  defendant  to 

tract,  at  a  re-  buy  of  hini  a  horse  for  40/.,  and  defendant,  by  falsely 

SbTtimeof  warranting   the   said    horse    to   be    sound,    sold   iiim 

biitfd^fiierto*  ^^  plaintiff  for  the  said  sum,  which  plaintiff  paid  de- 

the  wall  of  the  fendant,  whereas  the  horse  at  the  time,  &c.  was  un- 

repository,  har-  ^  ' 

ins  certain         sound,  and  hath  SO  continued,  &c,  and  defendant  by 

rulei  painted  ^     ^ 

upon  it.  one  of   means  of  the  premises  falsely  and  fraudulently  deceived 

which  wa»,  thtt  ,..«•,  ,        r\  .  1  ,  1    • 

a  warranty  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  Sale  of  the  said  horse,  and  the  same 

given,  should  became  useless  to  plaintifi^  and  he  was  put  to  expense, 

tUlTwelTe  on  ^*     There  were  other  counts,  one  of  which  stated  that 

theHde*2hen  pl^'^^fii  relying,  &c.  resold  the  horse  on  a  like  war- 

^esale should  raoty,  and  was  sued  thereupon  by  the  purchaser;  and 

piece,  and  the  that  defendant,  in  order  to  induce  the  now  plaintiff  to 

seller's  respon- 
sibility ter-        resist  that  action,  and  not  take  back  the  horse,  falsely 

minate,  unless  -.     ,        .  r  n  -»  i   .     -«.     *  «       i 

a  notice,  and  and  deceitiuily  represented  to  plaintiff  that  the  horse 
tiaaue°ofTn<  ^^s  sound,  whereby  he  was  induced  to  defend  the  action, 
Swif  uTihe  "*  ^^^  afterwards,  on  discovering  the  falsehood  of  defend- 
T[^"ruiU»'were  *"^'^  representation,  was  obliged  to  pay  90/.  to  have 
"?  IS**^"***^*^  ^^^  proceedings  stayed,  &c  Plea,  not  guilty, 
the  time  of  this       At   the   trial   before   Bolland  B.,   at  the  Lancaster 

sale  and  war- 

ranty.  The  Summer  assizes,  1833,  the  plaintiff  proved  that  the 
unsound,  but  horse  was  sold  to  him  by  the  defendant,  with  a  written 
wa»^madc*tiil     Warranty  of  soundness,  in  April  1832;  that  he  resold 

after  twelve  on 

the  following  day.  The  unsoundness  was  of  a  nature  likely  not  to  be  xmmediotely  dis- 
covered ;  some  evidence  was  given  to  shew  that  the  defendant  knew  of  it ;  and  the  horse 
was  shewn  at  the  sale  under  cirramsUnces  favourable  for  concealing  it.  After  verdict  for 
tlie  plaintiff. 

Held,  that  there  was  sufficient  proof  of  the  plaintiff  having  had  notice  of  the  rules  at  the 
time  of  the  sale,  to  render  them  binding  on  him. 

Also,  that  the  rule  in  question  was  such  as  a  seller  might  reasonably  impose,  and  that  the 
facts  did  not  shew  such  fraud  or  artifice  in  him  as  would  render  the  condition  inoperative. 

him. 
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him,  with  a  warranty  to  the  same  effect,  in  June  18S2,  1834. 
and  was  afterwards  sued  upon  that  warranty  by  the  " 
purchaser,  and  obliged  to  compound  the  action  and  asmnst 
take  back  the  horse.  The  unsoundness  in  question  was 
what  is  termed  a  ^*  navicular  disease,"  which  was  stated 
to  be  an  inflammation  in  a  joint  on  the  inside  of  the 
hoof,  and  to  be  of  such  a  nature  that  it  may  be  alle- 
viated by  proper  treatment,  so  far  as  to  render  a  horse 
fit  for  gende  work,  and  to  make  him  appear  sound  for  a 
short  time,  and  on  soft  ground,  but  can  seldom,  if  ever, 
be  permanently  cured,  so  as  to  qualify  him  for  hard 
work.  The  horse  was  sold  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  de- 
fendant's account,  at  a  ret>ository  for  horses,  where  the 
ground  was  covered  with  a  soft  material.  Some  evi- 
dence was  given  to  shew  that  the  defendant  must  have 
known  of  the  unsoundness  at  the  time  of  the  sale.  The 
defendant,  at  the  trial,  admitted  the  unsoundness,  but 
relied  upon  the  following  rule,  or  condition  of  sale, 
which  was  painted  on  a  board  fixed  to  the  wall  of  the 
repository :  — 

**  A  warranty  of  soundness  when  given  at  this  re- 
pository will  remain  in  force  until  twelve  o'clock  at 
noon  ^on  the  day  next  after  the  day  of  sale,  when  it  will 
become  complete,  and  the  responsibility  of  the  seller 
will  terminate,  unless  in  the  meantime  a  notice  to  the 
contrary,  accompanied  by  a  certificate  of  a  veterinary 
surgeon,  be  delivered  at  the  ofiice  of  Egbert  Lmcos^  in 
Great  Charlotte  Slreet^  such  certificate  to  set  forth  the 
cause,  nature,  or  description  of  any  alleged  unsound- 
ness. In  this  case  the  seller  to  have  the  option  of 
procuring  the  certificate  of  a  second  veterinary  surgeon 
(which  he  shall  be  bound  to  do  within  twenty-foQr 
hours  after  the  delivery  of  the  purchaser's  notice  and 

certificate 
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18S4.        certificate  of  unsoundness  above  mentioned,  or  the  sale 
_  to  be  void),  whose  opinion,  if  it  should  coincide  with 

Btwatm  ... 

agm^_^  the  first,  shall  be  definitive ;  but  if  the  opinions  should 
difier,  the  two  veterinary  surgeons  shall  forthwith  call 
in  a  third,  whose  certificate  shall  be  final  and  binding 
upon  both  parties,  the  party  in  the  wrong  to  pay  all 
expenses."  It  did  not  appear  that  any  particular  re- 
ference was  made  to  this  rule  at  the  time  of  the  sale. 

The  only  proof  given  by  the  plaintiff^  of  his  having 
paid  the  costs  in  the  action  brought  against  him,  as 
stated  in  the  declaration,  was  a  payment  of  the  amount 
by  him  to  his  own  attorney,  to  be  paid  to  the. attorney 
of  the  plaintiiF  in  that  suit.  The  learned  Judge  thought 
this  evidence  not  sufficient;  and  with  respect  to  the 
other  point  made  in  defence,  he  stated  his  opinion  to 
be,  that  conditions  like  that  above  mentioned,  only  bind 
when  there  is  something  to  couple  them  with  the  act 
of  sole,  as  where  the  conditions  of  sale  are  read  at  an 
auction ;  he  therefore  thought  that  the  rule  of  the  re- 
pository here  relied  upon  did  not  bind  the  defendant: 
and  he  left  the  case  to  the  jury  as  upon  an  ordinary 
warranty.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiflTibr 
8S/L,  the  difference  between  the  price  paid  by  him  to  the 
defendant,  and  the  amount  for  which  the  plaintiff  finally 
sold  the  horse.  The  learned  Judge  gave  leave  to  the  de- 
fendant to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit ;  and  to  the  plaintiff  to 
move  to  increase  the  damages  by  the  amount  of  costs  paid 
as  above  mentioned  in  the  action  brought  against  him  {a). 
The  cross  rules  having  been  accordingly  obtained, 

F.  Pollock  and  Hope  now  shewed  cause  against  the 
rule  for  a  nonsuit.     First,  there  was  no  evidence  of  a 

(a)  Tbii  was  afterwardi  gi? en  up  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifl*. 

contract 
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contract  subject  to  the  conditions  in  question.     The        18S4. 


Btwatsk 


regulation  relied  upon  cannot  be  taken  to  apply  to  sales 
by  private  contract,  but  must  have  been  meant  to  govern  agahui 
sales  by  auction,  to  which,  and  not  to  private  sales, 
conditions  of  this  kind  are  usually  attached.  In  Mes-^ 
nard  v.  Aldridge  (a),  where  such  rules  were  held  to 
bind  the  purchaser,  the  sale  was  by  auction,  and  the 
auctioneer  drew  the  attention  of  the  bidders  to  the  con- 
ditions of  sale.  Lord  Kenyan  there  referred  to  the 
practice  of  carriers  in  posting  up  bills  in  their  coach- 
offices  to  limit  their  responsibility  for  loss  of  goods. 
But  in  that  case,  the  carrier  wishing  to  divest  himself  of 
liability  must  fix  upon  his  employers  a  knowledge  of 
the  notice  intended  to  have  such  effect;  Kerry.  WiU 
lan{b)y  Batdey  v.  Home{c);  and  those  cases  shew 
that  the  evidence  given  here  was  not  sufficient  for  the 
purpose.  Secondly,  assuming  that  the  notice  was  suffi- 
cient, there  was  so  much  fraud  in  the  conduct  of  the 
seller,  that  the  condition  is  not  binding.  In  Baglehole 
V.  Walters  ((/),  though  Lord  EUenborough  over- ruled  the 
doctrine  of  Lord  Kenyan  in  Mellish  v.  Motteux  [e\  that 
a  seller  ^'  with  all  faults"  is  bound  to  inform  the  buyer 
of  such  defects  as  could  not,  by  any  attention  on  his 
part,  be  discovered,  he  nevertlieless  admitted  that  the 
seller  would  be  liable  if  he  used  artifice  to  disguise  the 
faults,  and  prevent  their  being  discovered  by  the  pur- 
chaser. And  Mansfield  C.  J.  lays  it  down  in  Schneider 
v.  Heath  (g),  that  on  a  sale  ^^  with  all  faults,"  the  vendor 
is  not  protected  if  he  has  been  guilty  of  any  positive 
fraud  in  the  sale.     Now  it  is  a  fraud  in  law,  if  a  party, 

(a)  3  Etp,  N.  P.  C.  871.  (6)  6  U.  i  S.  150. 

(c)  ZBing.  2.  [d)  3  Camp.  154. 

{f)  1  reoke  N.  P.  C.  115.  (g)  3  Cnmp.  508. 

from 
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18S4.        frotn  whatever  motive,  knowingly  makes  a  represent* 
'       ation  which  is  not  true,  in  a  manner  calculated  to  in- 

Btwatkk 

agamtt  duce  another  to  act  upon  it,  so  that  he  thereby  incurs 
damage :  PoUiUl  v.  Walter  (a).  And  in  Aldridge  v. 
Mesnard{b),  upon  a  bill  of  interpleader,  (under  which  the 
case  of  Mesnard  v.  Aldridge  (c)  was  tried,)  Aldtidge,  the 
auctioneer  who  had  sold  the  horse,  applied  to  the  Court 
of  Chancery  to  have  costs  allowed  him,  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  been  merely  a  stakeholder :  it  was,  however, 
contended  that  Aldridge  was  not  entitled  to  be  so  con* 
sidered,  inasmuch  as  he  might  have  paid  over  the 
money  to  the  vendor,  who,  by  the  conditions  of  sale, 
was  entitled  to  it  if  the  horse  was  not  returned  in  a 
given  time :  but  liOrd  Eldon  said,  ^^  I  have  tried  actions, 
more  than  once,  in  which  it  appeared  clearly,  that  the 
condition  to  return  a  horse  by  a  certain  day  was  in- 
serted on  purpose,  because  the  defect  would  not  appear 
till  a  day  or  two  after  that  day.  The  justice  of  the 
case  is,  that  the  plaintifF  should  have  his  costs."  Lord 
Eldon's  observation  applies  to  the  present  case.  Here 
the  horse  was  sold  with  a  false  representation,  and  upon 
terms  intended  to  prevent  the  buyer  from  returning  the 
horse,  although  he  should  discover  the  unsoundness 
within  a  reasonable  time.  If  any  effect  is  to  be  given 
Co  the  condition,  it  must  be  applied  only  to  such  faults 
as  a  purchaser  could  have  detected  by  twelve  o'clock 
on  the  day  after  the  sale. 

Alesander  and  Wightman  contrL  This  was  a  sale 
within  the  rules  of  the  repository,  and  there  was  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  the  plaintiff  being  cognisant  of  those 

(a)  3  P.  j-  Ad.  1 14.  (6)  6  Veu  jun.  41 8.  (c)  3  ^*;i.  N.  P.'C  271. 

rules. 
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rules.  The  case  is  not  distinguishable  from  Mesnard  v.  18S4. 
JIdridge{a).  There  it  was  held  that  printed  conditions  _ 
pasted  on  the  auctioneer's  box  gave  a  purchaser  suflS-  cgpinA 
cient  notice  of  the  conditions  of  sale ;  and  the  law  there 
laid  down  applies  to  a  private  sale  under  the  circum- 
stances proved  here.  The  repository  rules  were,  there- 
fore,  suflSciendy  connected  in  proof  with  the  sale  of  the 
horse.  Then  as  to  the  nature  of  the  warranty ;  the 
defendant  might  have  sold  the  horse  without  any,  in 
which  case  there  would,  of  course,  have  been  no  right 
of  action.  So,  also,  he  had  a  right  to  sell  with  a  war- 
ranty expiring  at  the  end  of  twenty-four  hours ;  after 
which  time  the  parties  were  in  the  same  situation  as  if 
no  warranty  had  been  given.  A  man  who  buys  a  horse 
under  such  a  limited  warranty  buys  at  his  peril,  and 
should  be  the  more  on  his  guard. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  was  aware  of  the  rules  of 
the  repository ;  and,  if  so,  it  is  the  same  as  if  the  seller 
had  told  him  by  word  of  mouth  that  he  would  war- 
rant the  horse  against  such  defects  only  as  might  be 
pointed  out  within  twenty-four  hours.  He  had  a  right 
to  give  such  a  limited  warranty,  and  the  plaintiff  only 
was  to  blame  if  he  did  not  avail  himself  of  the  time  given 
to  discover  and  object  to  the  unsoundness.  Perhaps  it 
may  be  very  prudent  in  a  vendor  to  make  such  a  stipu- 
lation ;  at  all  events  the  purchaser,  in  a  case  like  this,  is 
bound  by  it.  I  think  the  principle  of  Baglehole  v.  fVal-- 
ters{b)  applies,  and  that  this  was  a  warranty  against 
such  faults  only  as  the  purchaser  might  discover  in 
twenty-four  hours. 

(a)  3  Eip.  N.  p.  C.  271.  (6)  3  C»w;>.  154. 

You  I.  Mm  Littledale 


Bywatik 
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LiTTLEDALE  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The 

warranty  here  was  as  if  the  vendor  bad  said,  <<  After 

agamti        iwentv-four  hours  I  do  not  warrant."    Such  a  stipula* 

RlCHAftDtOV. 

tion  is  not  unreasonable. 


Taunton  J.  and  Williams  J.  concurred. 

Defendant's  rule  absolute.     Plaintiff's  rule  dis» 
charged. 


Monday,  Barber  agaitist  Waite. 

May  setfK 

The  statute  T^EBT  for  penalties  under  the  statute  SB  G.  3.  c.  137. 

55  G.  3.  c.  137.  JL/  ^ 

i.  6.  wbich  5. 6.  (a)  The  declaration  stated  that  ^*  the  defendant, 

prohibits  any  . 

diurchwanleDy  at,  &c.,  was  an  'overseer  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of 

oweneeTf  &c«  2>  .^ 

from  "  aupply.  HOStonj 

ing,  for  his 

own  profit,  any       («)  Which  section  enatts,  that  <'  No  churchwarden  or  oTerMcr  of  th« 

^^  ''         ~  poor,  or  other  person  or  persons  in  whose  bands  the  collection  of  the  rates 

visions  for  the  ^^^  ^®  relief  of  the  poor,  or  the  providing  for,  ordering,  management^ 

use  of  any  controul  or  direction  of  the  poor  of  any  parish  or  parishea^  township  or 

otherwise  for  townships,  hamlet  or  hamlets,  place  or  places,  shall  or  may  be  placed 

the  support  and  jointly  with  or  independent  of  such  churchwardens  and  overseers,  or  any 

maintenance  of  ©f  them,  under  or  by  virtue  of  any  act  or  acts  of  parliament,  shall,  either 

the  poor  many  ...  -    .1.  *  ,.  .j 

parish,  &c.  for  ^  "^  ^'^'^  name,  or  m  the  name  of  any  other  person  or  persons,  provide, 

wbich  he  shall  furnish  or  supply  for  his  or  their  own  profit,  any  goods,  materials  or 

be  appointed,  *  provisions,  for  the  use  of  any  workhouse  or  workhouses,  cr  otherwise,  for 

does  not  extend  ,  ,       .  «  ,  .  ^       ^.  ^  ^ 

to  a  person  ^^  support  and  maintenance  of  the  poor,  in  any  parish,  &c.  for  which  he 

doing  work  on  or  they  shall  be  appointed  aa  such,  during  the  time  wbich  be  or  they  shall 

the  workhouse,  j,^^  ^^^  appointment,  nor  shall  be  concerned,  directly  or  indirectly  10 

materials  in-  furnishing  or  supplying  the  same^  or  in  any  contract  or  contracts  relating 

cidentally  to  thereto,  under  pain  of  forfeiting  the  sum  of  lOOJ.,  with  fbll  costs  of 

sue    wor   ;  as  ^^  ^  ^^  person  or  persons  who  shall  sue  for  the  same  by  action  of 

glazier  who  ^^t,  or  on  the  case,  in  any  of  his  Majesty's  courts  of  record  at  Wai" 

mends  the  win-  mtwter  .... 

^Tkbouw  "  Provided  nevertheless,   that  if  it  shall  happen  in  any  parish,  &c. 

providing  that  a  person  or  persons  competent  and  willing  to  undertake  the  supply  of 

paint,  glass,  any  of  the  articles  or  things  required  for  such  workhouse  or  workhouses, 

^^     ^  •  or  for  the  use  of  the  poor  theire,  cannot  be  found  within  a  convenient 

distance 
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Bostonj  in  the  county  of  Lineolnj  appointed  in  that  be-        1834. 
half^  and  that  he,  the  said  defendant,  so  being  such 
overseer,  did,  during  the  time  he  retained  such  appoint- 
ment, to  wit,  on,  &a  at,  &c.,  in  his  own  name  provide, 
furnish,  and  supply,  for  his  own  profit,  certain  goods 
and  materials,  to  wit,  1000  squares  of  glass,  500  feet  of 
lead  pipe,  5  cwt.  of  paint,  50  bushels  of  whitenings  and 
20  pump  boxes,  for  the  use  of  the  workhouse  of  and  in 
the  said  parish  for  which  he,  the  said  defendant,  was 
appointed  such  overseer,  he,  the  said  defendant,  not 
then  having  obtained  any  certificate  from  any  justice  of 
the  peaces  permitting  and  suffering  him,  the  said  de* 
fendant,  so  to  do  according  to  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case,  &&,  whereby  and  by  force  of  the  said 
statute  the  said  defendant  forfeited,"  &c.    The  declar- 
ation contained  nine  other  counts,   some  stating  the 
supply  to  have  been  in  the  name  of  one  N.  B.,  and 
others  adapting  the  statement  in  various  other  ways  to 
thie  section  declared  upon.    Plea,  the  general  issue.     At 
the  trial  before  Park  J.,  at  the  Lincolnshire  Summer 


distance  tberefrom,  oUier  than  and  except  some  or  one  of  the  chuich- 
waidens  and  oveneers  of  the  poor,  or  other  person  or  persons  having  the 
ordering,  managing,  controul  or  direction  of  the  poor,  in  such  parish,  Arc, 
then  and  in  every  such  case  it  shaU  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  any 
two  or  more  peighbouiing  justices  of  the  peace  (proof  thereof  having 
been  flnt  duly  made  before  them  upon  oath,  and  which  oath  such  justices 
or  any  one  of  them  are  and  is  hereby  authorised  and  empowered  to 
administer)  by  certificate  under  their  hands  and  seals,  to  pennit  and 
suffer  any  one  or  more  of  such  churchwardens  and  overseers  or  other 
such  person  or  persons  as  aforesaid,  to  contract  and  agree  for  the  fiimish- 
ing  and  wupfiijing  of  any  articles  or  things  which  may  be  required  for 
such  workhouse  or  workhouses,  or  otherwise,  for  the  use  of  the  poor  of 
such  paijah.  See  during  the  time  which  he  or  they  may  retain  such  ap- 
pointment i  any  thing  herein  contained  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.** 

M  m  2  assizes 
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1834.        assizes  1833,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant,  a  plumber^ 
painter,  and  glazier,  was  an  overseer  of  the  parish  of 

agairui  Bostofif  and  that,  while  holding  that  office,  he  repaired 
the  windows  of  the  workhouse.  In  so  doing,  he  sup- 
plied, among  other  things,  the  materials  mentioned  in 
the  declaration;  for  which,  and  for  the  labour,  he  was 
paid  by  the  parish.  It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant,  that  the  furnishing  of  materials  for  the  repair 
of  the  workhouse  was  not  a  supplying  of  *'  goods, 
materials,  or  provisions  for  the  use  of  any  workhouse 
or  otherwise  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the 
poor,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  A  verdict 
was  found  for  the  plaintifi^  but  leave  given  to  move  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  Sir  James  Scarletij 
in  Michaelmas  term  1838,  moved  accordingly,  and  cited 
Prodor  v.  Manwaring  (a).  A  rule  nisi  having  been 
granted, 

HiU  and  Whitehurst  now  shewed  cause.  This  was 
a  transaction  within  the  mischief  of  the  act.  A  trustee 
ought  not  to  be  a  buyer  from,  or  seller  to,  the 
trust  estate:  here  the  defendant  was  in  the  situation 
of  a  trustee,  and,  consequently,  was  both  buyer  and 
seller.  If  an  overseer  may  not  sell  for  the  use  of 
the  poor  provisions  or  clothing,  which  have  a  known 
market  price,  much  less  ought  he  to  furnish  materials 
for  the  purpose  of  a  repair  done  by  himself,  where 
more  must  be  left  at  the  discretion  of  the  tradesman. 
The  plaintiiTs  case  is  consistent  with  a  literal  construc- 
tion of  the  statute.  It  must  be  contended,  on  the  other 
side,  that  the  words  '^  for  the  use  of  the  workhouse" 

(a)  ZB.i  A.  145. 

must 
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must  mean  '^  for  the  use  of  the  poor  in  such  house.''  1834'« 
It  is  true,  the  words  which  follow  are  "  for  the  support 
and  maintenance  of  the  poor ;"  but  it  cannot  be  denied  agama 
that  that  which  is  necessary  to  keep  the  house  comfort- 
able in  which  they  reside  is  for  their  support  and 
mliintenance.  In  Skinner  v.  Buckee  (a),  an  action  on 
this  statute,  the  overseer  had  supplied  coals,  and  it  was 
not  contended  that  this  was  not  a  supply  of  goods  for 
the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  poor  within  the 
act ;  but  the  less  obvious  objection  was  taken,  that  the 
supply  was  not  for  a  profit  \JjiUledale  J.  Here  the 
supply  was  of  materials  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a 
work.]  Materials  are  mentioned  in  the  act,  as  well  as 
goods  and  provisions,  and  each  word  must  have  a  dis- 
tinct meaning.  The  proviso  in  sect.  6.  speaks  of  per- 
sons undertaking  the  supply  of  ^^  any  of  the  articles  or 
things  required  for  such  workhouse  or  workhouses,  or 
for  the  use  of  the  poor  there ;"  and  it  is  clear  that  the 
legislature  did  not  intend  to  describe  different  things  in 
the  proviso  and  in  the  enacting  part  of  the  section :  it  is 
also  evident  that  the  matters  ^^  required  for  such  work- 
house'' are  spoken  of  as  something  distinct  from  those 
required  "  for  the  use  of  the  poor  there."  In  West  v. 
Andrews  (&)  the  overseer  was  held  liable  for  selling  live 
sheep  for  the  use  of  the  poor  in  the  workhouse;  yet 
that  was  not  an  immediate  supply  to  the  poor,  nor  of 
articles  in  a  state  to  be  used  by  them.  {lAttledcde  J.  It 
was  a  supply  of  provisions.]  Not  while  the  animals 
were  alive.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Must  they  have  been 
roasted  before  they  could  be  called  provisions  ?]  That 
case  shews  that  the  act  is  to  receive  an  extended  rather 

(a)  3  ».  4-  C.  6.  {h)  SB.iJ.  3?8. 

M  m  3  than 
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2  8  34*.  than  a  narrow  construction ;  and  this  is  also  apparent 
from  the  language  of  Bayley  J.  and  Holrqyd  J.,  in  the 
discussion  of  the  same  case  after  it  had  gone  to  a  new 
trial  (a).  The  sixth  section  of  55  G.S»  c.  1  ST.  is  an 
extension  of  22  6.  S.  c.  88.  s.  42.  {b\  which  would  un- 
doubtedly include  the  present  case.  The  object  of  the 
clause  here  in  question  is,  to  protect  both  the  parish 
and  the  poor,  in  every  instance  in  which  goods  are  sup- 
plied to  tl\e  one,  or  for  the  use  of  the  other.  Proctor  ▼. 
Manwaring  (c)  only  shews  that  an  overseer  is  not  liable 
for  supplying  a  single  pauper;  and  Bayley  J.  there 
states  the  object  of  stat.  55  6«  3.  c.  137.  s.6.  to  be^ 
that  the  parish  officer  may  be  prevented  from  supplying 
goods  in  two  cases ;  viz.  **  if  goods  are  required  for 
the  parish  workhouse,  or  if  any  other  general  supply 
for  the  poor  is  wanted.*' 

Sir  James  Scarlett  contra.  The  words,  *<  for  the  use 
of  any  workhouse,"  in  the  enacting  part  of  the  sixth 
section,  mean  for  the  use  of  the  poor  in  any  workhouse. 
The  judgment  of  Abbott  C.  J.  in  Proctor  v.  Manwar" 
ing{d)  shews  that  he  considered  the  expressions  as 
synonymous.  The  object  of  the  legislature  in  this  clause 
was  to  prevent  imposition  upon  the  poor,  in  the  sale  of 
provisions  or  materials  in  daily  use  which  they  might  be 


(a)    West  V.  Andrews,  1  B^  ^  C*  88,  85. 

{b)  Which  enacts,  **  That  if  any  viBitor,  guardian,  or  govemor,  shall 
sell  or  furnish  any  materials,  goods,  clothes,  victuals,  or  provisions,  or  do 
any  work  in  his  trade  for  the  use  of  any  workhouse,  poor-house,  or  poor 
persons,  within  any  perish,  township,  or  place  for  whidi  he  shall  be  so 
appointed  to  act^  or  be  concerned  in  trade  or  interest  with  any  person  or 
persons  who  shall  sell,  provide,  do,  or  furnish  the  same,  he  shall,  for  every 
such  offence,  forfeit,*'  &c. 

(c)  SS.  i  A.  145.  (d)  3B,^A.  liS. 

judges 
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judges  o^  but  respecting  which  they  could  not,  from  18S4<* 
their  situation  as  paupers,  exercbe  a  free  opinion,  or  Z 
appeal  to  an  authority  independent  of  the  officers  them-  agamu 
selves*  The  clause  was  not  intended  to  protect  the 
parishioners.  If  the  words,  ^  for  the  use  of  any  work- 
house,''  mean  for  the  use  of  the  building,  it  might  apply 
though  there  were  no  poor  in  the  house;  and  if  those 
words  have  reference  to  the  building  merely,  an  overseer 
might  supply  goods  to  the  poor  within  it;  for  the  sub- 
sequent part  of  the  clause,  ^*  or  otherwise  for  the  support 
and  maintenance  of  the  poor  in  any  parish  or  parishes, 
township  or  townships,"  &c.  refers  to  the  poor  of  the 
parish  at  large,  distinguishing  them  from  the  workhouse 
poor.  But  it  is  evident  both  classes  of  poor  were  meant, 
and  the  words,  *^  for  the  use  of  any  workhouse,"  refer 
to  the  poor  therein.  [lAUkdale  J.  Suppose  the  over- 
seer were  a  tailor  or  shoemaker ;  if  he  furnished  clothes 
or  shoes,  it  might  be  said  that  they  came  under  the 
description  of  **  goods."  But  suppose  he  found  nothing 
but  the  work,  and  the  necessary  things  for  workings 
would  that  be  within  the  act?  The  clause  does,  indeed, 
mention  materials.]  That  may  mean  the  materials 
wanted  for  setting  the  poor  on  work.  But  if  the  over- 
seer were  a  tailor,  and  merely  mended  the  clothes,  it 
could  not  be  argued  that  the  materials  he  used  for  that 
purpose  came  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  ob- 
jection is  properly  taken.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
furnishing  of  such  goods  as  are  in  question  here,  by  a 
person  who  is  overseer  at  the  time,  be  a  supply  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute.  I  think  the  legislature,  in 
this  clause,  considered  the  supply  of  goods,  **  for  the 
Mm  4  use 
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1834.  use  of  any  workhouse,"  only  as  one  mode  of  supply  for 
""^^  the  poor.  I  do  not  say  that,  if  the  present  case  had  been 
agamit  Contemplated  when  the  act  was  passed,  words  applicable 
to  it  would  not  have  been  inserted:  but  the  worda 
actually  used  do  not  apply  to  this,  or  to  many  other 
cases  which  might  be  supposed ;  as,  for  instance,  if  an 
overseer  or  churchwarden  were  to  undertake  the  levelling 
of  a  field.  We  must  look  to  the  act  itself;  and  when  we 
fiind  there  the  words,  *'  for  the  use  of  any  workhouse^" 
I  think  we  must  understand  them  to  mean,  for  the  sup- 
port of  the  workhouse  as  an  establishment  for  maintain- 
ing the  poor,  and  not  to  embrace  such  incidental  matters 
as  patching  a  hole  in  the  building. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
the  words,  *'  for  the  use  of  any  workhouse,"  mean  for 
the  use  of  the  persons  in  the  workhouse.  I  am  also  of 
opinion,  and  that  is  the  principal  ground  of  my  decision, 
that  the  thing  done  here  came  properly  under  the  de- 
nomination of  work  and  labour,  and  not  of  goods  sup- 
plied; and  that  work  and  labour  are  not  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act.  The  case  referred  to,  where  sheep 
were  supplied,  came  within  the  act:  they  were  pro- 
visions, though  something  remained  to  be  done  to  make 
them  fit  for  consumption.  Coals,  also,  are  within  the 
act;  and  so  is  any  thing,  in  respect  of  which  an  action 
for  goods  sold  would  lie.  It  is  tru^  that,  in  this  case, 
glass,  paint,  and  other  things  were  supplied,  but  the 
contract  was  substantially  for  work  and  labour,  and 
materials  used  in  the  course  of  it.  If  the  defendant  had 
declared  in  assumpsit  for  the  repairs  done  by  him,  a 
count  for  goods  sold  would  not  have  been  applicable  (a). 

(a)  CvUereil  ▼.  Jpre^t  6  TaurU.  o22. 

Taunton 
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Taunton  J.  The  object  of  the  statute  was  to  pre-  18S4. 
vent  the  jobbing  of  parish  officers  among  themselves: 
it  is  to  be  regretted  that  this  species  of  case  is  not 
within  the  words;  but,  for  the  reasons  which  have  been 
given,  I  think  it  is  not  The  language  of  the  Judges, 
which  has  been  referred  to,  in  the  second  case  of  West 
V.  Andrews  (a),  only  decides  this,  that  the  sixth  section 
of  55  6.  3.  c.  1S7.  not  being  limited  to  churchwardens 
and  overseers,  but  extending  to  any  **  other  persons  in 
whose  hands  the  collection  of  the  rates  for  the  relief  of  ^ 
the  poor,  or  the  providing  for"  and  ordering  of  the 
poor,  might  be  placed,  a  guardian  of  the  poor  appointed 
under  22  G,  3.  c.  83.  was  liable,  as  such  ^*  other  per- 
son,"  to  the  penalties  of  the  subsequent  act.  The  argu- 
ment of  Bayley  J.  tends  to  shew  that  churchwardens 
and  overseers  could  not  have  been  intended  to  stand  in 
a  different  degree  of  responsibility,  with  reference  to  this 
latter  act,  from  guardians  created  under  the  previous 
one.  It  is  not  a  general  decision  upon  the  construction 
of  the  act  now  in  question. 

WiLUAMS  J.  To  hold  that  the  sixth  section  of 
55  G.  3.  c.  137.  was  applicable  here,  would  be  extend- 
ing the  operation  of  a  statute  in  a  penal  case.  The 
proviso  which  has  been  relied  upon  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff  enables  overseers  in  certain  cases  **  to  contract 
and  agree  for  the  furnishing  and  supplying  of  any 
articles  or  things  which  may  be  required  for  such  work- 
house or  workhouses,  or  otherwise,  for  the  use  of  the 
poor  of  such  parish,  when  a  person  competent  to  supply 
them  cannot  be  found  within  a  convenient  distance." 

(a)  \B,iC.  8S,  83. 

How 


Ware. 


622  CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 

18d4<.        How  can  it  be  said  that  thb  extends  to  things  ind- 
dentally  supplied  in  the  course  of  work  done  to  the 
a^nut       workhouse  ?  The  rule  must  be  absolute. 

Rule  absoluteX^)* 

(a)  The  penal  clause  of  55  G.  3.  c.  137.   i.  6.  is  adopted  ia  4  & 
5  r.  4.  e.  76.  t.  51. 


Monday,  JONES  OgaiuSt  TyLER. 

May  26tb. 

An  innkeeper  /^ASE.    The  declaration,  after  alleging  the  custom 

Spon  bdD^g^'  of  the  realm  as  to  innkeepers,  averred,  that  the 

^^  "awi*^  defendant  being  an  innkeeper,  the  plaintiff  put  up  at 

dnnnf^pg  ^nd  was  received  into  the  defendant's  inn  as  a  travellier 

of  which  he 

was  owner,        bv  the  defendant,  and  brought  into  the  inn  a  certain 

••whether  he         ^  .  ^  ® 

badroomforthe  gig  containing  certain  goods  and  chattels,  which  said  gig 
horse  into  the  and  its  contents  were  then  and  from  thence^  until  and  at 
taa,  received  the  time  of  the  loss  thereafter  mentioned,  within  the 
^di^me^  said  inn,  and  that  the  plaintiff  during  all  that  time 
^^nd**^U^  abided  as  a  traveller  therein,  yet  that  defendant  did  not 
the  gig  in  the     ]^^p  ^^^  gjg  ^^d  its  contents  safelv  and  without  diminu- 

open  street,  ^ 

without  the       tion  or  loss,  but  on  the  contrary  thereof  the  said  de- 
inn  yard,  where 
he  was  accus-     fendant  and  his  servants  so  negligendy  and  carelessly 

the  carriages  of  behaved  and  conducted  themselves  in  that  behalf  that 

fdr  days?  ^The  ^^  g^S  ^^^  ^^  Contents  were,  by  and  through  the  mere 

SSen  from***"  carelessuess,  &C.  of  the  defendant  and  his  servants  in 

S*t  the^n!?'    that  behalf,  wrongfully  taken  and  carried  away  by  some 

'^««P««'J^        person  or  persons  to  the  plaintiff  unknown,  and  were 

thereby  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff.     Plea,  not  guilty. 

On  the  trial  at  the   Worcester  Summer  assizes  1 833, 

before  Gvmey  B.,  it  was  proved  that  the  defendant  was 

an  innkeeper  at   WribbenhaU^  near  Bewdley,  and  that 

the  plaintiff  drove  his  gig  to  the  defendant's  inn  on 

Bewdley 
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Bewiley  fair  day.  The  pIainti£P  asked  whether  there  1834<. 
was  room  for  his  horse,  upon  which  the  ostler  of  the 
defendant  took  the  horse  out  of  the  gig,  and  put  him 
into  a  stable,  and  the  plaintiff  carried  his  coat  and  whip 
from  the  gig  into  the  house,  and  took  some  refreshment 
there.  The  ostler  placed  the  gig  outside  of  the  inn 
yard,  in  a  part  of  the  open  street,  in  which  the  defend- 
ant was  in  die  habit  of  placing  the  carriages  of  his 
guests  on  fair  days.  The  gig  was  stolen  from  thence^ 
The  jury,  under  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judges 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  leave  being  reserved  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  JeroU  accordingly  obtained  a 
rule  in  Michaelmas  term  last. 

iZ.  V.  Bichards  now  shewed  cause.  The  gig  having 
been  delivered  to  the  ostler  was  legally  in  the  custody 
of  the  defendant,  who  was  the  ostler's  master.  As 
against  the  defendant;  the  place  where  the  ostler  put  the 
gig  must  be  taken  to  be  part  of  the  inn,  though  without 
the  curtilage.  In  Caly^s  case  {a)  it  is  held,  that  if  the 
guest  order  the  ostler  to  put  his  horse  to  pasture,  the 
innholder  shall  not  be  answerable  for  the  horse  being 
stolen  from  the  pasture;  but  if  the  innholder  of  his  own 
head  put  the  horse  to  grass,  then  he  shall  answer  for 
him  if  he  be  stolen.  The  reason  is,  that  the  pasture 
becomes  a  part  of  the  inn,  as .  against  the  innkeeper. 
The  case  is  quoted  to  establish  the  same  distinction  in 
BM.  Abr.  Action  sur  Case^  F.  pi.  S,  4.  (ft)  {LittUdaU  J. 
There  he  is  liable  as  a  bailee,  independently  of  his  cha- 
racter of  an  innkeeper.]  He  receives  as  an  innkeeper. 
The  modem  cases  are  to  be  explained  by  this  distinc- 
tion ;  the  question  always  being,  whether  the  defendant 

(a)  8  Rgp.  32  a.  (6)  Vol.  i.  pp.  5,  4. 

have 
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]  8S4.        have  custody  of  the  property  in  the  character  of  an  Inu- 
'"^       keeper:   Burgess  v.  Clements (a\  Famwarih  v.  Pack-^ 

JOKXS  *  o 

againMi  wood  (i),  Richmond  v.  Smith  (c).  There  can  be  no  doubt, 
upon  the  facts  of  this  case,  that  the  defendant,  by  his 
servant,  took  charge  of  the  gig  in  the  character  of  an 
innkeeper:  the  guest  could  not  be  expected  to  know  the 
local  limits  of  the  inn. 

Jervis  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  street  cannot  be 
considered  as  a  part  of  the  inn ;  and  if  the  defendant 
were  held  liable  for  a  loss  occurring  there,  it  might  be 
said  that  he  was  liable  for  goods  taken  from  the  pocket 
of  his  guest  in  the  open  street.  To  consider  the  street 
as  part  of  the  inn,  for  the  custody  of  carriages  there, 
would  be  giving  a  legal  sanction  to  a  nuisance*  In  the 
cases  cited,  the  innkeeper  has  been  held  liable  only 
where  the  property  was  under  his  control,  whereas,  in 
the  present  case,  the  parties  must  be  held  to  have  agreed 
to  place  the  gig  out  of  the  inn,  and  therefore  out  of  the 
defendant's  protection.  The  inconveniences  of  constru« 
ing  the  liability  so  extensively  as  is  contended  for  on 
the  other  side  would  be  very  great. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  inconveniences  of  either 
construction  are  numerous,  and  might  be  strongly  put. 
And  this  case  certainly  comes  very  near  to  the  distin- 
guishing line.  But,  upon  the  best  consideration,  it 
seems  to  me  that  this  gig  was  taken  while  under  the 
protection  of  the  innkeeper.  He  took  in  the  horse ;  he 
put  the  guest  into  a  room  in  the  house ;  and  he  placed 
the  gig  where  the  carriages  of  his  other  guests  were 

(a)  AM.^S.  S06.  and  note  to  Fnrnworlh  v.  Packwood^  1  Stark.  N.  P. 
C.  S51. 

(6)  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  249.  (c)  b  B,  ^  C.  9. 

placed- 
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placed.     I  think,  therefore,  that  he  continued  liable  as        18d4<* 
innkeeper  ibr  its  safe  custody. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  This  case  is  on  the  extreme  limit ; 
but  I  think  the  defendant  is  answerable  for  the  loss. 
He  has  the  benefit  of  the  guest,  and  he  proyides  pro- 
vender for  the  horse.  In  the  common  course  of  things, 
the  innkeeper  is  liable  for  the  loss  of  goods  placed  under 
his  care,  in  an  action  upon  the  case.  This  was  a  fair 
day ;  so  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  part  of  the 
premises  usually  occupied  by  carriages  was  full.  On 
the  plaintiff  enquiring  whether  there  was  room,  the 
defendant  finds  room  for  the  horse:  it  is  not  likely 
that  the  parties  understood  that  the  gig  was  to  be  at 
the  mercy  of  any  one  who  [came  by.  The  place  where 
it  is  put  is  the  place  commonly  used  for  the  purpose  on 
fair  days  by  the  defendant:  it  must,  therefore,  as  against 
the  defendant  in  this  case^  be  taken  to  be  part  of  the 
inn.  It  is  suggested,  that  this  use  of  the  open  street  is 
a  nubance;  that  may  be  so,  but  cannot  be  insisted 
upon  as  between  these  parties. 

Taunton  J.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  gig  was 
put  in  this  place  at  all  at  the  request  or  instance  of  the 
plaindff :  the  place  is  therefore  a  part  of  the  inn ;  for 
the  defendant,  by  his  conduct,  treats  it  as  such.  If  he 
wished  to  protect  himself,  he  should  have  told  the  plain- 
tiff that  he  had  no  room  in  his  yard,  and  that  he  would 
put  the  gig  in  the  street,  but  could  not  be  answerable 
for  it.  Not  having  done  so,  he  is  bound  by  the  common 
law  liabili^. 

Williams 
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lSS4t.  Williams  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    It  is  true 

that  some  question  might  arise,  whether  placing  the  gig 
in  the  open  street  might  not  create  a  public  impediment 
Bnt  the  defendant  cannot  set  that  up  as  between  himself 
and  the  plaintiff.  The  pluntiff  could  not  but  ooDsacler 
that  the  gig  was  placed  in  the  defendant's  custody ;  he 
found  the  ddcndant  acting  as  an  innkeeper,  and  the 
latter  made  no  complaint  of  want  of  room.  No  doubt 
this  case  goes  near  to  the  limit  of  the  law;  but  I  con* 
uder  the  defendant  answerable. 

Rule  discharged. 


Monday,         Smith,  AssigHce  of  CoPE,  a  Bankrupt,  against 
The   Birmingham  and  Staffordshire  Gas 


Light  Company. 


a  corporation  HTROVER  for  certain  articles  of  furniture,  late  the 

for  the  tortioua  property  of  the  bankrupt,  converted  by  the  defend- 

thiuth  nT"**  ants  after  the  bankruptcy.     On  the  trial  before  Tin- 

^iafif^ch^ict  ^^  ^-  ^'^  *^  *^  Summer  assizes  for  Stafford  1888,  it 

be  an  ordiMry  appeared  that  the  articles  had  been  distrained  for  money 

lemce,  such  at     * '^  ■' 

a  distren  pro-  Jue  to  the  company  for  gas  supplied  to  the  bankrupt 
underastatute,  before  his  bankruptcy.     The  seizure  was  made,  after 

for  a  debt  due       ./..,,,  ,  ^    ,  ^ 

to  the  corpora-  the  fiat  m  the  bankruptcy,  by  a  person  of  the  name  of 
jury  may  infer  LMmley.  The  Company  is  incorporated  by  stat  6  G.  4. 
froman"3op-    ^' Ixxix.  (local  and  personal,  public);  and  LumUywas 

Uonofthcact  authorized  to  distrain,  by  warrant  under  the  hands  of 
oy  toe  corpora*  *' 

*h "'  b*  '•"*™  ^^®  justices,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  sixty- 
received  the  ninth  section  la)  of  that  act.  On  the  part  of  the  plain- 
proceeds  of  the  . 

seizure.  tifl^ 

(a)  Which  enacts,  That  in  qase  any  person  or  persons  who  shall  con- 
tract with  the  said  company,  or  agree  to  take,  or  shall  use  or  enjoy  the 

benefit 
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tiff,  eyidence  was  given  to  shew  that  Lundey  had  autho-        1834. 
rity  from  the  company  to  seize;   it  being,  however, 

Smith 

admitted  that  there  was  no  authority  nnder  seal.     Evi-        againu 

The 

dence  was  also  given,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to    BuMiNaHix 
shew  that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  had  been  received  «P*n^ 

from  LumUy  by  the  company.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice 
left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether,  if  they  believed  that 
the  proceeds  had  come  to  the  hands  of  the  company,  the 
company  had  adopted  Lumle^^  act,  directing  them,  if 
they  considered  that  the  company  had  so  adopted  it,  to 
(^ve  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  The  jury  found  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintifi^  but  leave  was  reserved  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit,  or  for  a  new  trial.  A  rule  having 
been  obtained  accordingly, 

Jerois  (with  whom  was  F.  V.  Lee)  now  shewed  cause. 
The  jury  believed  that  the  company  had  adopted  the 
2iCt  of  Lamley  m  seizing  and  selling,  and  had  received 
the  proceeds.  The  only  question  is,  whether  it  was 
necessary,  in  order  to  make  the  company  liable,  that  the 


benefit  of  the  said  gas,  either  in  their  private  dwellings,  shops,  grounds, 
or  premises,  or  otherwise,  shall  refuse  or  neglect,  for  the  space  of  twenty- 
one  days  after  demand,  to  pay  the  sum  or  sums  of  money  then  due  for 
the  same  to  the  said  company,  according  to  the  terms  and  stipulations 
with  the  said  company,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  company,  or  their 
clerk  or  superintendent,  or  any  person  or  persons  acting  by  or  under  their 
authority,  by  warrant  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  any  two  of  the  justices 
of  the  peace  for  the  county  wherein  the  offence  shall  arise  (which  war- 
rant such  justice  is  hereby  empowered  to  grant,  upon  confession,  or  upon 
proof  of  such  demand  by  the  oath  of  one  credible  witness],  to  leTy  the 
said  sum  or  sums  of  money  in  respect  whereof  such  refusal  or  neglect 
shall  happen,  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  person 
or  perM>ns  so  neglecting  or  refusing  to  pay  the  8am%  rendering  the  orer- 
plus  (if  any)  to  such  person  or  persons  rtfusing  or  neglecting,  after  the 
necessary  charges  of  making  such  distress  and  sale  shall  be  first  de- 

appoint* 
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1884.       appointment  of  Lumlejf  should  be  under  seal  ?    He  was 
then  stopped  by  the  Court 

J3.  V.  Bichards  and  Whateley  in  support  of  the  rule. 
No  adoption  of  the  acts  of  Lumley  can  render  the 
company  liable  as  wrongdoers,  unless  he  was  con- 
stituted their  agent  in  the  only  way  by  which  the  agent 
of  a  corporation  can  be  created,  and  that  is  by  deed. 
Yarbarough  v.  The  Bank  of  England  (a)  did  not  decide 
this  question;  for  there  the  motion  was  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  and  the  Court  held  that,  after  yerdict,  a 
proper  appointment  (under  seal,  if  necessary)  must  be 
presumed;  and  Tilson  v.  The  Warwick  Gas  Ught  Com'- 
pony  {b)  was  decided  upon  a  similar  principle,  the  point 
being  raised  upon  general  demurrer,  and  the  want  of 
an  appointment  under  seal  not  being  expressly  put 
upon  the  record.  But  in  Horn  v.  Ixy  {c)  it  was  held 
that  a  defendant  could  not  justify,  in  trespass,  a  seizure 
as  servant  of  a  corporation,  without  shewing^  in  his  plea, 
an  authority  by  deed.  In  Duncan  v.  Hie  Proprietors  of 
the  Surry  Canal  {d)  the  objection  was  taken,  but  not 
decided  upon.  In  T^e  East  London  Water  Works  Com^ 
pany  v.  Bailey  (e)  it  was  held  that  a  corporation  could 
not  be  sued  upon  a  contract  not  under  seal  {g).  Tlie 
six^-ninth  section  points  out  in  what  way  the  authority 
of  the  justices  is  to  be  obtained  by  the  agent  of  the  com- 
pany; but  it  leaves  open  the  question,  how  that  agent  is 
to  be  constituted. 

(a)  16  Eatt,  6.  (6)  4  B.  j^  C.  962. 

(c)  1  Veta.  47.    8.  C.  S  Ktb.  567.     1  Mod.  18. 

(d)  S  Stark.  Nl  P.  C.  50.  (e)  4  Bing.  285. 
(g)  See  ftlio,  M  to  thii  point,  the  argument  in  Dunsiom  t.  The  Im- 

ptriai  Gat  Light  Company,  ^  B.  ^  Ad.  125. 

Lord 
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Lord  Dekman  C.  J.    It  cannot  be  said  that  there       1884. 
was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury.    Proof  of  agency       "^ 
may  certainly  be  required :  but  how  is  it  made  out  here  ?       agaifut 
First,  by  persons  acting  in  a  way  in  which  no  one   Bamiiioham 
would  act  without  authority.     It  is,  indeed,  argued  as     "*       ^°'' 
10  this,  that  the  authority  must  be  under  seal.    In  YoT'- 
horoiigh  ▼.  Hie  Bank  of  En^nd{a\  the  Court  seemed 
rather  to  think  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  an  agent 
of  a  corporation  should,  in  all  cases,  have  an  appoint- 
ment under  seal,  in  order  to  render  the  coiporation 
liable  in  tort  f<M>  his  acts.    In  Carey  ▼.  Matikemj  men- 
tioned in  SaIkM{b\  it  is  said  that  a  corporation  ag- 
gregate mi^  appoint  a  bailiff  to  distrain  without  deed  or 
warrant,  as  well  as  a  cook  or  butler.    Then,  in  the 
present  case,  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  left  it  to  the  jury  to 
consider,  whether  the  corporation  obtained  the  proceeds 
or  not;  and,  if  they  did,  whether  it  was  not  reasonable 
to  presume  that  Lumley  had  their  authority :  and  this 
without  reference  to  the  69th  section  of  the  act,  which 
directs  diat  the  derk  shall  get  authority  from  the  jus* 
tices,  but  says  nothing  of  his  getting  it  from  the  cor- 
poration.   I  am  of  (pinion  that  the  rule  must  be  dis- 
dbai^ged. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  According  to  the  rqx>rt  of  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas,  it  appears  that 
LMmky  had,  in  fiict,  the  authority  of  the  corporation. 
Then  the  question  arises,  whether  it  was  necessary  that 
this  should  be  given  by  deed.  The  statute  appears  not 
to  contemplate  such  a  deed,  for  it  directs  that  a  warrant 
shall  issue  under  the  hands  of  two  justices  of  the  peace. 

(o)  }€Etui,6.  (M  lSlBtt.191. 

Vol.  L  N  n  This, 
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1834.        This,  however,  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider.    The 
act  done  is  not  an  extraordinary  act,  so  as  to  make  a 

Smith  ^ 

againa  seal  requisite.  In  Bacon*s  Abridgment^  Corporations 
BitMiMORAx  (E).  3.  (a),  it  is  said,  ^^  So  a  man  may  avow  the  taking 
ompMjr*  ^^^g  damage  feasant,  as  baiiifip  to  a  corporation,  withoat 
having  any  precept  in  writing;"  for  which  Manly  v. 
I/mg{b)  is  referred  to.  As  to  Home  v.  Ivy{c\  that 
was  a  case  in  which  the  defendant  justified  a  seianire 
under  the  patent  of  the  Canary  company,  as  servant  to 
the  company;  and  it  was  held,  on  demurrer,  that  he 
should  have  shewn  in  his  plea  that  he  was  authorized 
by  deed.  That  decision  proceeded  upon  the  ground 
that  the  service  was  not  an  ordinary  one ;  but  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  person  to  distrain  is  for  a  common 
service,  and  not  an  extraordinary  one.  In  Cary  v. 
Matthews  {d)  the  appointment  of  a  bailiff  to  distrain  is 
so  considered  {e). 

Taunton  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  there  was  evi- 
dence sufficient  to  support  the  finding  of  the  jury. 
With  respect  to  the  question  of  law,  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  tliat  the  seal  of  the  corporation  was  not  necessary 
for  the  appointment  As  long  as  I  can  recollect,  it  has 
been  the  text  law,  that  a  corporation  may  give  a  warrant 
to  distrain  without  deed.  The  distinction  is  between 
matters  which  do,  and  matters  which  do  not,  affect  any 
interest  of  the  corporation.  Thus  they  must  appoint  a 
bailiff  by  deed  for  entering  lands  for  condition  broken, 
in  order  to  revest  their  estate;  but  they  need  not  do  so 
where  the  bailiff  is  only  to  distrain  for  rent. 

(a)  Vol.  ii.  p.  865.  (ed.  1833.)  (6)  S  Lm.  1Q7. 

(c)  1  Vent.  47.     S.  C.  2  Kdu  567.     1  Mod.  18.        (rf)  1  SmUc.  191. 
(«}  See  Br,  Abr,  Corporation j  pi.  50.    Yearb.  Tr.  18  Ed.  4.  pi.  11.  f.  8. 

Williams 
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Williams  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     I  will  18S4. 

adyert  to  one  case  which  has  not  been  cited.    In  Doe  — — - 

SMnif 

dem.  Dean  and  Chapter  ofBjochesUr  v.  Pierce  (a),  M^Do*  againa 

ndld  C.  B.  held,  that  a  verbal  notice  to  quit,  given  by  Bieminoham 

the  steward  of  the  dean  and  chapter,  was  sufficient,  with-  mpaor* 
ODt  any  other  evidence  of  bis  authority ;  and  that  the 
dean  and  chapter  shewed   that  they  authorized  and 
adopted  the  act  by  bringing  the  ejectment. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  aCafiip6.  96. 


Doe  dem.  Oliver  against  Powell  and  Pyne.     J)'"*^' 

^^  May  27th. 

IPJECTMENT.     On  the  trial  before  GvmeyB.t  at  in  defence  to 

-J^  en  action  of 

the  Monmouth  Summer  assizes  1838,  it  speared  ejectment»tt 
that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  under  a  sale  of  the  that  the  pariiea 
premises  made  to  him  by  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  ^  ^^n^ 


named  Pope^  to  whom  they  had  been  conveyed  in  1818,  {iX"when  they 
before  his  bankruptcy,  by  the  Tredegar  Wharf  Company  s  ^^J^  *®  j^ 
and  that  the  defendants  claimed  under  a  conveyance  of  ^*  defendant 

himielf  claims 

1824  from  the  same  company.     The  defendants  offered  byaoonveyance 

.  -  _        ,  ,      .         /.  ,  o  *^°°"  ****  •■""• 

evidence  to  shew  that,  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  of  parUes,if  the 

•  1*         1        1  •  Ifitter  oonvey- 

1818,  there  was  an  outstanding  legal  estate  in  a  trustee  ance  waatub. 
for  the  company;  and  that  the  company,  therefore,  had  |^ich"th?de^ 
no  legal  estate  to  convey  to  Pope.     The  learned  Judge  ^"m^^!" 
rejected  the  evidence,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendants 
could  not  impeach  the  title  of  the  company  under  whom 
they  claimed.     The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plain 
tiff.     In  Michaelmas  term  last,  Ludlorw  Serjt  obtained 
a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be 
set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  had,  or  a  nonsuit  entered, 
N  n  2  the 
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18S4.       the  learned  Judge  having  at  the  trial  given  leave  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  upon  a  point  which  it  is  not 
Ouvift       necessary  to  state  bera^  as  the  deciuon  of  the  Court  did 
PowBLb.       not  proceed  upon  it. 

3£atde  and  B.  V.  Bkkards  now  shewed  caus^  and 
contended  that  the  evidence  rejected  was  inadmissible^ 
for  the  reason  given  by  the  learned  Judge  at  the  trial. 

Ludlow  Serjt  and  Justice  contrL  It  is  true  that  the 
defendants  could  not  have  been  permitted  to  shew  that 
the  company  had  not  a  good  title  in  lB24r9  the  time  of 
the  conveyance  to  the  defendants ;  but  it  does  not  follow, 
from  the  company  having  a  good  title  in  1824,  that  they 
had  a  good  title  in  1818.  The  defect  may  have  been 
cured  in  the  interval. 

Per  Curiam  {a).  The  evidence  ought  to  have  been 
admitted.  The  outstanding  term  might  have  been  called 
in  between  1818  and  1824,  so  that  the  company  might 
have  had  a  good  title  at  the  latter  time,  and  a  bad  one 
at  the  former. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 

(r.)  Lord  Demman  C.  J.,  LilOedate,  Tatmfon,  and  WUSamt  Ju 
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HoDGKiNsoN  against  Hodgkinson.  jWiM«fajf, 

^  May  27th. 

JfTNOWLESi  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  moved  The  copy  of* 

-•-■•  capias  deh>ered 

for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  defendant  should  to  a  party  ar. 

not  be  discharged  out  of  custody,   on  the  following  s  w.  4.  c.  39. 

ground.     The  defendant  was  arrested  on  a  capias  di-  dent,  if  any 

rected  to  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex^  and  was  served  with  a  JUStte^iTto 

writing,  which  purported  to  be  a  copy  of  the  writ,  but  ^i^^n***® 

in  which  the  direction  of  the  capias  appeared  to  be  *<  to  ■®"f  ?J  ?;y"^- 

As  II  MUi" 

the  sheriff  of  Middesex."    It  was  contended  that,  by  <fcf»  be  written 

for  Middleaau 

reason  of  the  letter  /  in  *<  Middlesex*^  being  omitted, 
this  was  not  a  copy  of  the  process  within  the  act  2  ^  4<. 
c.  39.  5. 4.,  which  requires  *^  one  such  copy  to  be  de- 
livered to  every  person  upon  whom  such  process  shall 
be  executed ;"  and  Nicol  v.  Boyn  (a),  Byfield  v.  Street  (6), 
and  Smith  v.  Crump  (c),  were  cited. 


Stephen  Serjt  now  shewed  cause.  The  objection  is 
frivolous,  and  not  to  be  encouraged.  The  intention  of 
the  act  was  only  that  a  copy,  in  substance,  should  be 
delivered ;  and  this  is  such  a  copy.  <*  Middesex**  is 
only  <^  Middlesex**  abbreviated :  it  is  like  writing  the 
word  **  Middx.,**  which  is  constantly  done.  [Lord  Dert' 
man  C.  J.  This  is  a  different  word.]  In  Nicol  v. 
Bpyn  (a),  the  variance  was,  that  the  copy  purported  to 
be  addressed  to  the  sheriffs  of  London,  instead  of  the 
sheriff,  so  that  the  description  of  the  person  was  varied : 

(«)  10  29^^.339.  See  2?affarT.  IPMon»  4  3>r*  86a,  lCVo.,3f.{- A. 
396.*  when  a  writ  of  capias  was  set  aside  for  irregularity,  in  being  directed 
to  the  shefifif  of  MiddUtex. 

(k)  iOSing.  27.  (c)  1  Dowl.  P.  C  519. 

N  n  8  the 
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18S4.  the  Court  there  declined  to  go  into  the  question  how 
far  a  literal  variance  was  material,  but  gave  effect  to  the 

HODOKXNSOK 

agairiMt  objection  because  the  sense  was  altered.  Alderson  J. 
there  said,  that  if  the  objection  had  been  that  sheriff 
was  spelt  with  only  one^  there  might  have  been  ground 
for  contesting  it.  And  Tindal  C.  J.  said,  '^  We  do  not 
say  that  the  omission  of  a  single  letter  will,  in  every 
case,  be  a  conclusive  objection."  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
In  Smith  v.  Crump  (a),  Parke  J.  said,  "  If  we  once  enter 
into  the  question  as  to  what  is  material  or  what  is 
immaterial  in  the  process,  we  shall  have  innumerable 
questions  of  that  sort  coming  before  the  Court."  A 
great  deal  of  time  would  be  lost,  if  copies  not  quite  per- 
fect were  to  be  allowed,  and  the  question  always  enter- 
tained, whether  or  not  the  copy  came  near  enough  to 
the  original.]  The  observation  of  Parke  J.  must  not 
be  carried  to  the  utmost  possible  extent;  if  it  were, 
every  copy  must  be  a  fac-simile :  not  even  an  abbrevi- 
ation could  be  used. 

Knowles  contr^.  If  abbreviations  are  to  be  used,  they 
must,  at  least,  be  such  as  are  commonly  known ;  this  is 
not  such,  and  is  evidently  not  meant  for  an  abbreviation. 
As  to  the  observation  of  Alderson  J.,  in  Nicol  v.Bqyn(b% 
the  omission  of  an^in  "  sheriff"  would  alter  neither  the 
sense  nor  the  sound ;  but  where  either  of  these  is  al- 
tered, the  objection  of  variance  applies.  In  Bjifield  v. 
Street  (c),  Tindal  C.  J.  said,  "  This  is  a  statutory  regu- 
lation, which  renders  an  arrest  incomplete,  unless  a  copy 
of  the  writ  be  delivered  to  the  defendant.  Here,  that 
which  was  delivered  is  not  a  copy  of  the  writ"     That 

(a)  1  2)ot0/.  P.  C  519.  (6)  10  Bing.  541.  (c)  iO  Bmg.  S8. 

applies 
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applies  to  the  present  case.     [Lord  Denman  C.  J.       1834. 

Suppose  the  word  Middlesex  had  been  wronffly  spelt  in 

the  capias  and  rightly  in  the  copy.]    The  writ  might  be        a^nmt 

amended.     It  is  so  laid  down  by  Tindal  C.  J.  in  Byfield 

▼•  Street  (a).     \TaunUm  J.    The  Judges  have  come  to  a 

resolution  since  the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act,  that  such 

amendments  shall  not  be  allowed  (&)]• 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  do  not  say  that  the  omission 
of  a  single  letter  in  the  copy  must  in  all  cases  be  a 
variance  within  the  act,  but  I  think  the  rule,  as  stated 
by  Mr.  Knaaoles,  is  as  good  a  one  as  can  be  laid  down 
upon  the  subject,  namely,  that  it  is  a  variance  if  either 
the  sound  or  the  sense  be  altered.  Now,  if  that  be  so, 
the  objection  is  well  taken  in  this  case,  for  the  sound  is 
altered.  It  is  not  a  very  agreeable  or  dignified  employ- 
ment for  the  Court  to  be  examining  into  such  trifling 
defects ;  but  if  the  law  has  established  certain  regulations 
to  be  observed  in  these  proceedings,  I  know  no  other 
course  we  can  adopt,  than  to  say,  that  if  a  party  will  not 
avail  himself  of  the  rules  laid  down  for  his  guidance,  he 
must  take  the  consequence  of  his  omission. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  change  here  certainly  alters  the 
sound.  I  am  sorry  we  are  obliged  to  decide  against  the 
plaintiff  on  this  objection ;  but  the  statute  has  required 
a  copy  to  be  delivered,  and  this  is  not  one. 

Taunton  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  said 
that  the  omission  of  a  single  letter  ought  not  to  be  con- 

(a)   lO.Kiif.S8. 

(6)  See  Lakm  and  Othen,  Executors  of  WaUon  r.  Matsie,  4  Tyr.  Rep. 
tM59.  An  eiception  is  allowed,  where  the  demand  would  otherwise  be 
barred  hj  the  statute  of  limiUtionB.    &  C. 

N  n  4  sidered 
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1884.  didered  a  ntriance;  but  if  60,  it  might  be  contended  that 
a  second,  and  thirds  and  fourth,  might  be  taken  away, 
till  the  whole  of  the  *^  cauda  equina"  was  gone. 


HonaxTttaoN 

HODQCtllfDV. 


Williams  J.  had  left  the  court. 

Rule  absolute. 


ITednesda^,  CAROLINE    BrIDGES    OgOinsi    RiCHARD 

2imf  28th.  ^  ^ 

Blanchard. 

hl'aSinVhich  'J'K.ESPASS  for  breaking  plaintirs  close  and  throwing 
lotewdo"*^  down  part  of  her  wall.     The  defendant  pleaded  the 

joining  the        general  issue,  and  further  (among  other  pleas)  that  de- 
grounds  of  Ay 

his  wife  wrote  to  fendant  was  possessed  of  a  dwelling-house  contiguous  to 

'<  Before  Uie      the  said  closc^  in  which  dwelling-house  there  was  and 

pgln^  ^t  on   ^^^  ^f  n^t  ought  to  be  a  window  through  which  the 

wewkhto^'     lig'j'and  air  ought  to  have  entered  the  said  dwelling- 

fn^*'dif*^  house,  and  because  plaintiff  had  wrongfully  erected  the 

can  be  finished  gaid  Wall  in  the  Said  close  so  as  to  darken  the  said  win- 
more  neatly 
with  your  per- 
mission to  place  the  necessary  ladder,  &c. :  the  motive  for  doing  tkis  is,  that  I  should 
gain  a  more  cheerful  Tiew.*'  B.  answered  (by  letter),  **  Tou  are  welcome  to  place  a  ladder 
in  my  grounds  near  your  house,  and  I  shall  be  obliged  if  you  will  caution  the  workmen 
not  to  injure  the  shrubs.'*  A,  placed  the  ladder,  and  made  a  window  in  the  part  of  his 
house  to  which  the  ladder  was  applied,  overlooking  the  premises  of  i?.,  who  was  absent 
from  home  at  the  time.  B,  afterwards  objected  to  the  window,  and  wrote  as  follows :  — 
"  When  you  applied  to  me  for  permission  to  place  a  ladder  in  my  grounds,  being  without 
a  friend  to  advise  with,  and  even  without  knowing  eiactly  the  siiuation  in  which  your 
window  would  be  placed,  I  unfortunately  complied  with  your  request,  without  consulting 
my  own  comfort;" 

Held,  that  the  first  two  letters  did  not  shew  a  consent  by  B.  that  A»  should  open  a 
window  overlooking  17. 's  grounds ;  that  the  third  letter,  being  written  after  the  whole  trans- 
action, could  not  be  resorted  to  in  proof  of  such  consent,  and,  even  if  available,  did  not 
prove  the  consent  relied  upon ;  and,  consequently,  that  A,  could  not  justify  throwing  down 
a  wall  which  B.  had  built  on  her  own  soil  after  the  completion  of  the  window,  obstructing 
the  access  of  Ught  and  air  to  it. 

Qu»re,  whether  a  licence  to  the  owner  of  a  house  to  enjoy  an  unobstructed  access  of  light 
and  air  to  his  new  window  from  over  his  neighbour's  premises  may  be  given  by  parol,  or 
is  an  easement,  to  be  granted  under  seal  ? 

Supposing  thai  such  licence  may  be  given  by  parol,  qusre,  whether  it  is  counteimand- 
able? 

dow 
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dow  aod  prerent  the  light  and  air  from  coming  through  1854. 
the  same,  &c.  to  defendant's  annoyance  and  damage,  — -— 
defendant  entered  the  close,  and,  to  a  necessary  degree,  €igm$ui 
knocked  down  and  prostrated  the  wall  to  abate  the  nui- 
sance, and  in  so  doing,  &&  Replication,  de  injurid,  and 
new  assignment  of  excess.  Issues  to  the  country.  On 
the  trial  before  Alderson  J.  at  the  Hampshire  Summer 
assizes,  1838,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant,  in  1832, 
had  made  a  new  window  overlooking  the  plaintiff's 
premises,  under  an  alleged  licence  from  the  plaintiff; 
and  that  the  plaintiff,  in  the  same  year,  objected  to  the 
window,  and  requested  the  defendant  to  remove  it,  which 
being  refused,  the  plaintiff  built  a  wall  on  her  own 
ground,  excluding  light  and  air  from  the  window.  The 
defendant  threw  down  part  of  the  wall  to  remove  the 
obstruction,  whereupon  this  action  was  brought.  In 
proof  of  the  alleged  licence,  the  two  following  letters 
were  put  in ;  the  first  written  by  the  wife  of  the  defend- 
ant, who  at  that  time  was  altering  his  premises,  to  the 
plaind£^  whose  mother  was  lately  dead;  the  second, 
from  the  plaintiff  in  reply. 

"  My  dear  Madam,  —  I  beg  to  apologise  for  tres- 
passing on  your  attention  just  now,  but  before  the  last 
coat  of  paint  is  put  on  the  side  wall  we  wish  to  place  a 
window  in  it;  and  our  workmen  say  it  can  be  finished 
off  more  neatly,  with  your  permission  to  place  the 
necessary  ladder,  &c.;  the  motive  for  doing  this  is, 
that  I  should  gain  a  little  more  cheerful  view  of  the 
common,  and  passing  objects,  which  to  me  will  be  a 
pleasure,  being  so  much  a  prisoner  to  die  house  from 
my  still  delicate  state  of  health.  I  sincerely  hope  you 
are  recovering  the  severe  shock  your  spirits  must  have 

received : 
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18S4.        receiyed:  we  beg  to  offer  you  our  most  sincere  oon- 
_  dolence  on  the  occasion."  8cc« 

BmiMis 
Blamcbaab.  ''  My  dear  Madam,  —  A  particular  engagement  this 
evening  prevents  my  saying  more  than  that  you  are 
welcome  to  place  a  ladder  in  my  grounds  near  your 
house ;  and  I  shall  be  obliged  if  you  will  caution  the 
workmen  to  be  careful  not  to  injure  the  shrubs.  With 
compliments,'  && 

It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  absent  from  home 
when  the  window  was  made.  After  it  had  been  made, 
she  wrote  to  the  defendant's  wife,  (in  June  1832,)  com- 
plaining that  a  window  had  been  opened  in  the  defend- 
ant's bouse,  overlooking  her  premises,  and  suggesting 
that  it  should  be  removed.  In  a  subsequent  letter  to  tlie 
defendant's  wife,  dated  February  23,  1833,  the  plaintiff 
stated  her  intention  of  shutting  out  the  window  in  the 
ensuing  spring,  but  requested  first  to  hear  if  there  was 
any  probability  of  the  defendant's  removing  it.  The 
letter  then  proceeded  as  follows :  —  <<  Let  me  appeal  to 
your  good  feelings,  when  you  reflect  on  the  unhappy 
period  at  which  you  applied  to  me  for  permission  to 
place  a  ladder  in  my  grounds,  when  my  mind  was  in  the 
utmost  state  of  excitement  from  the  very  severe  shock 
it  had  received,  being  also  quite  alone  and  without 
a  friend  to  advise  with,  and  even  without  knowing 
exactly  the  situation  in  which  your  window  would  be 
placed,  I  unfortunately  complied  with  your  request, 
wishing  to  oblige  you,  without  consulting  in  the  least 
degree  my  own  comfort  and  retirement." 

The  learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff's 
first  letter  did  not  amount  to  a  licence  to  make  a 
window;  or  that,  if  it  did,  such  licence  was  revocable, 

and 
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and  had  been  countermanded :  and  he  therefore  directed        1834. 

a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  giving  leave  to  move  to  enter 

a  nonsuit     In  Michaelmas  terra,  1833,  a  rule  nisi  was        agamst 

obtamed  for  entermg  a  nonsuit,  or  for  a  new  trial,  on 

the  ground  that  the  question  of  licence  arising  upon  the 

letters  and  the  facts  proved  in  the  case,  ought  to  have 

been  left  to  the  jury. 

Dampier  and  Smirke  now  shewed  cause.   The  question 
of  licence,  arising  on  the  construction  of  the  letters,  was 
entirely  for  the  judge;  and  the  defendant's  counsel  at 
the  trial  acquiesced  in  his  deciding  it,  on  the  under- 
standing that  leave  should  be  given  to  move  for  a 
nonsuit :  there  is  no  ground,  therefore,  for  a  new  trial. 
As  to  the  effect  of  the  letters,  a  licence,  in  a  matter  of 
so  much  importance  to  the  property  of  the  person 
granting  it,  ought  to  be  in  very  clear  terms.    The  first 
letter  contains  no  request  to  be  allowed  to  make  or 
continue  a  window;   the  request  is  of  permission   to 
place  a  ladder.     It  is  said  that  the  letter  announces 
an  intention  to  make  a  window,  but  that  is  not  suffi- 
cient    The  mere  notice  of  such  an  intention  does  not 
raise  an  implied  assent  to  the  thing  proposed,  and  no 
such  assent  is  expressed  here  by  the  plaintiff.     Suppose 
the  defendant  had  requested  the  loan  of  a  ladder  for  the 
purpose  of  making  a  window;  or  the  assistance  of  a  ser- 
vant of  the  plaintiff  in  carrying  a  ladder  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  the  plaintiff  had  assented ;  would  that  have 
been  a  licence  to  make  a  window?  The  letter  containing 
the  request,  does  not  say  in  what  side-wall  the  window 
is  to  be  opened,  or  in  what  part,  or  of  what  size  and  de- 
scription it  is  to  be.     To  establish  a  licence,  it  should 
have  appeared  that  leave  was  given  to  make  a  window 

in 
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1854.       ia  the  very  place  in  which  it  was  made.    Il  cannot  be 

said  that  the  plaintiff  saw  and  acquiesced  in  what  was 

ovdnM       done^  for  she  was  not  living  at  home  at  the  time.    B&- 

BLAMCHAKSb 

sides,  no  licence  was  necessary  for  merely  openmg  a 
window  in  the  defendant's  own  wall ;  though  a  licence 
was  necessary  to  secure  the  enjoyment  of  it,  unobstructed 
from  the  plaintiff's  premises ;  but  this  was  not  asked. 
The  plaintiff's  letter  of  the  2Sd  of  February  cannot 
explain  the  licence  which  was  given  and  perfected  many 
months  before.  If  a  licence  can  be  explained  at  soch  a 
distance  of  time,  at  what  period  is  its  import  to  become 
finally  setded  ?  The  letter  is  only  the  plaintiff's  con- 
struction of  a  former  writing,  which  it  properly  belongs 
to  the  Court  to  construe. 

But  assuming  that  the  plaintiff  did  contemplate  givii^ 
a  licence,  it  ought  to  have  been  granted  under  seal. 
The  effect  of  the  supposed  licence  is,  that  there  shall  be 
free  access  of  light  and  air  to  the  window  from  over  the 
grantor's  premises.  Now,  air  is  precisely  similar  to 
water,  whether  we  consider  the  nature  of  the  property 
in  them,  the  kind  of  use  made  of  them,  or  the  mode  of 
acquiring  rights  to  them,  both  being  originally  common 
to  all.  And  the  right  to  have  free  access  of  water  from 
over  a  neighbour's  premises  lies  in  grant,  and  can  only 
pass  by  deed ;  FetUiman  v.  Smith  (a),  Headins  v.  Ship' 
pom  (&),  Liggins  v.  Inge  (c),  Wright  v.  Hawtrd  (d). 
Such  access  of  water,  or  of  light  and  air,  is  an  ease- 
ment, and  the  right  to  it  used  to  be  pleaded  by  waf  of 
prescription,  although  that  form  is  unnecessary,  and 
not  used  in  these  pleas.  Now,  prescription  is  only  of 
things  that  lie  in  grant     Merely  to  have  windows  in 

(o)  4JSn9t,  107.  (6)  5  JS.  f  C  221. 

(c)7JB^.6SS.  (<<)  I^lim.  f  Strv.  I9a:8eep.907. 

one's 
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one's  own  house  requires  no  grant;  l^ut  the  unobstructed        1854.  * 
enjoyment  of  such  windows,  looking  over  a  neighbour's       r 
premiaes,  is  an  easement  in  his  land  by  which  he  himself       ogainat 

Blamomae*. 

is  prevented  from  enjoying  it  as  fiiUy  as  he  otherwise 
mi^t;  and  such  easenAents^  have  often  been  considered 
to  be  the  subject  of  grant ;  Bland  v.  Moede^  cited  in 
Aldred*8  case  (a),  JLewis  ▼•  Price  {b\  Darmn  v.  Upton  {c\ 
Barker  t.  Bichardson  (d),  Canham  v.  Ftsk  (^),  per  Ary- 
ley  J.  The  same  learned  Judge,  in  HewUm  v.  SUp^ 
pom  (g),  cites  the  definition  of  an  easeoKnt  from  Termei 
de  la  Lej^j  where  it  is  said  to  be  a  privilege  that  one 
neighbour  hath  of  another  by  charter  or  prescription 
without  profit;  and  refers  to  Shepp.  Tottchst.  2S1.,  where 
it  is  kid  down  that  licence  or  liberty  cannot  be  created 
and  annexed  to  a  freehold  without  deed*  So  in  Bryan 
V.  Whktler  {b\  it  is  said  of  the  privilege  there  in  ques- 
tion, ^  if  it  be  not  an  interest  in  land  it  is  an  easement, 
or  the  grant  of  an  incorporeal  hereditament;  whidi 
could  only  be  efiectually  granted  by  deed."  It  would 
h%  hard  if  a  party  could  be  held,  by  a  has^  letter,  as 
in  this  case,  to  bind  himself  and  hb  heirs  for  ever* 
There  are,  indeed,  cases  which  appear  to  decide  that  a 
person  may,  by  parol  licence,  acquire  some  rights  over 
another's  soil ;  as  Web  v.  Paternoster  {i\  and  Wbod  v. 
Lake  {k) ;  but  the  first  case  cannot  be  said  to  determine 
any  thing  on  the  point,  and  the  judgment  was  against 
the  licensee;  the  latter  case  is  of  doubtful  anthori^, 
1  St^den  an  Vendors^  p.  80.  9th  ed. :  and,  as  Bi^ley  J. 

(«)  9Beik$Ha.  (6)  t  ITma.  Sound.  175.  iiote(S). 

|c)  S  Wms.  Sound.  175  ••  note  (2). 

id)  4B.tJld.  579.  (e)  SCiv.  f  J.  188. 

(f)  5J9.  4-  C.  8S9.  (A)  SB.tC.995. 

(i)  PaimiT,  71.  (Q  A^cr'f  B^,5. 

observes 
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observes  in  Heoiins  v.  Shippam  (a),  in  neither  case  was 
the  objection  taken  that  the  right  lay  in  grant,  and 
therefore  could  not  pass  without  deed.  In  those  cases 
the  licence  related  to  an  actual  user  of  the  neighbour's 
land ;  and  Gibbs  C.  J.  puts  it  upon  that  footing  in  Tcof- 
lor  V.  Waters  (6). 

The  present  case  is  also  different  from  those  in  which 
it  has  been  held  that  a  party  having,  by  his  neighbour's 
licence,  done  something  upon  his  own  soil  which  inter- 
fered with  the  neighbour's  enjoyment  of  air,  light,  or 
water,  was  not  a  wrongdoer  for  refusing  afterwards  to  re- 
store things  to  their  former  situation  at  the  request  of 
the  licensor ;  Winter  v.  Brockooett  (c),  Liggins  v.  Inge  (d). 
The  first  of  these  cases  has  been  much  discussed  since; 
and  the  latter  is  limited,  as  to  part  of  the  doctrine  laid 
down  in  it,  by  the  recent  case  of  Mason  v.  Hill  {e). 
Winter  v.  BrockvoeU  {c)j  however,  only  shews  that  a 
party,  having  incurred  expense  in  making  an  alteration 
on  his  own  land  by  hb  neighbour's  licence,  shall  not 
be  subjected  to  the  cost  of  altering  his  premises 
anew,  if  the  neighbour  withdraws  his  licence.  Liggins 
V.  Inge  {d)  proceeds  partly  on  the  same  principle.  But 
here,  the  neighbour  seeks,  not  to  enforce  an  alteration 
in  the  premises  of  the  supposed  licensee,  but  to  make  a 
particular  use  of  her  own  land.  In  Liggins  v.  Inge  (d)^ 
it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff,  by  his  parol  licence,  though 
not  amounting  to  a  transfer  of  any  right  or  interest,  had 
relinquished  and  acknowledged  that  he  no  longer  wanted 
that  portion  of  water  which  the  defendant  thereupon 
diverted.     The  water  there  had  flowed  to  the  plaintiff's 

(a)  SJB.iC.  835.  (b)  7  Tauni.  884. 

(c)  SEaM,308.  (rf)  7  Sing.  €82. 

(e)  5B.  i  Ad.  304.     SJB.j;  Ad.  I. 

mill. 
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mill.   The  plaintiff  here  gave  up  no  corresponding  enjoy*       18S4. 


BufiOB 


ment  of  the  light  and  air  passing  over  her  soil ;  the  only 

mode  in  which  she  could  testify  her  relinquishment  of       agamti 

these,  would  have  been  by  a  grant  under  seal.     This 

was  so  put  in  the  argument  in  Moore  v.  Ba'mon  (a),  (and 

is  not  inconsistent  with  the  decision  of  the  Court): 

*^  The  right  to  enjoy  in  a  particular  mode  a  portion  of 

the  light  which,  primfi  facie,  belongs  to  the  owner  of  the 

adjoining  land,  and  which  he  may  appropriate  to  his 

own  use,  is  an  easement  annexed  to  the  land,  and  must 

be  transferred  by  deed/'    The  licensee,  in  such  a  case, 

who  has  not  obtained  a  proper  grant,  must  pursue  his 

remedy  (if  entitled  to  it)  in  a  court  of  equity,  as  in  other 

cases  where  a  party  has  incurred  expense  under  a  licence 

which  is  revoked. 

Supposing  the  plaintiff's  consent  to  have  been  avail- 
able as  a  licence,  there  is  no  universal  rule  to  be  deduced 
from  the  cases,  that  such  a  licence,  though  executed,  b 
not  countermandable.  A  licence  may  not  be  so  where 
it  conveys  a  certain  interest  to  the  licensee;  but  where 
it  has  not  that  effect,  as  in  the  case  of  a  licence  for  an 
uncertain  time,  it  may  be  countermanded:  FenHman 
V.  Smith  (i).  Doe  dem.  Foley  v.  Wilson  (c),  Bex  v.  ffom- 
don  on  the  HiU(d\  (where  J^rd  EUenborough  said  that 
such  a  licence  was  not  a  grant,  but  might  be  recalled 
immediately,  and  that  this  Court  would  not  consider 
what  might  be  determined  in  the  case  by  a  court  of 
equity),  Bryan  v.  Whistler  {e).  On  the  other  hand, 
where  it  conveys  an  interest  for  a  time  certain,  the* 
licence  may  be  irrevocable,  as  amounting  to  a  lease, 

(a)  5B.iC.  334.  (6)  4  JBai«,107. 

(c)  UBmi,56.  {d)  4M.t8.S69. 

(e)  SB.tC.  8SS. 

Begina 
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1834.  Begina  v.  Wifaer{a)9  and  this  may  explain  JVeb  ▼• 
Paternoster  (b\  so  &r  as  that  case  may  be  thought  to 
bear  on  the  present.  Another  class  of  cases,  where 
licences  have  beeo  held  not  countermandable,  are  those 
(of  which  Winter  v.  BrocJcweli  (c)  is  oue)  where  licences 
have  been  given  by  way  of  indemoi^r  against  an  action 
which  might  otherwise  have  been  brought  by  the  granting 
party  against  the  licensee  for  the  act  so  permitted.  With 
reference  to  such  cases,  it  b  said  in  TTumuts  v.  Sorrdl  {d)f 
that  a  licence  strictly  conveys  no  interest  or  property, 
but  only  makes  an  action  legitimate,  which,  without  it, 
had  been  unlawful  This  illustrates  Uggins  v.  If^e  {e)f 
but  cannot  apply  to  the  present  case;  because  here  no 
action  would  have  lain  for  merely  making  the  window, 
and  therefore  no  indemnity  was  needed*  The  right  to 
an  unobstructed  enjoyment  of  light  and  air  has  some- 
times been  put  upon  the  ground  of  an  implied  covenant 
on  the  neighbour's  part;  as  by  LittkdaU  J.  in  Moore  v« 
Bawson  {g)  i  but  no  covenant  is  either  proved  or  to  be 
iaiplied  in  the  present  case;  and  an  express  parol  agree- 
ment, even  if  proved  and  a  sufficient  consideration 
shewn,  could  at  most  only  be  ground  of  action  or  of  a 
bill  in  equity. 

FcUett  and  SeaeUj  contriu  The  question  in  this  case 
is,  properly,  not  whether  the  plaintiff  was  precluded 
from  making  use  of  her  land,  but  whether  she  had  a 
right  to  build  a  wall  upon  it,  for  the  express  purpose 
*  of  obstructing  the  defendant's  window.  It  is  contended 
that  no  licence  was  granted  to  the  defendant  to  have 

(a)  S  Sdik.  588.  (6)  PkiAncr,  71. 

(e>8£asr,S08.  (d)  Vaug^ZSU 

(tf)  7  Bmg.  682.  (s)  3&  f  C.S«U 

the 
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the  window  unobst^cted;  but  when  a  person  consents        18S4. 
to  his  neighbour's  doing  an  act  on  his  own  land,  which        

Bmoaii 

the  party  so  consenting  might,, if  he  would,  have  ren-  againu 
dered  nugatory,  and  the  neighbour  consequently  incurs  ^'*^"^*^ 
an  ezpence,  that  consent  is  a  licence,  and  the  licensor 
has  no  right  afterwards  to  recover  at  law  for  the  act  so 
done^  or  to  build  a  wall,  or  proceed  in  any  other  manner 
to  defeat  it.  He  cannot  render  nugatory  the  consent 
which  he  has  given,  although  it  was  only  (>y  parol. 
That  there  was  a  consent  in  this  case,  is  clear  from  the 
correspondence.  There  could  be  no  doubt,  from  the 
situation  of  the  defendant's  premises,  relatively  to  those 
of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  window  was  to  be  made  in  a 
place  overlooking  her  grounds;  and  unless  this  had 
been,  so,  no  consent  need  have  been  asked  for  opening 
the  window.  It  is  true,  the  permission  asked  is,  in 
terms,  only  to  place  a  ladder;  but  the  intention  is 
clearly  shewn,  and  the  plaintiff,  if  she  objected  to  the 
window,  might  have  refused  to  allow  the  ladder  to  be 
placed.  But  the  letter  of  the  2Sd  of  February  shews 
that  she  consented  to  that  proceeding  with  a  full  know- 
ledge of  its  object. 

Then  it  is  contended,  that  the  privilege  (supposing  it 
to  have  been  given)  of  having  such  a  window  unob- 
structed, is  an  easement,  because  the  person  allowing  it 
gives  up,  in  part,  the  use  of  her  own  land ;  and,  there- 
fore, that  the  permission  ought  to  have  been  granted  by 
deed.  But  the  right  to  enjoy  an  obstructed  access  of 
light  and  air  to  a  window,  is  not  an  easement  nor  the 
subject  of  grant.  According  to  the  judgment  of  Litik- 
dale  J.  in  Moore  v.  Rawson  (a),   "  every  man  on  his 

(a)  SB.iC.  340. 

Vol.  I.  O  o  own 
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18S4«        own  land  has  a  right  to  all  the  light  and  air  which  will 

come  to  him,"  and  may  erect  buildings  with  as  many 
Buooxs 

Quamst        windows  as  he  pleases.     ^^  To  appropriate  to  himself 

Blamchar]^ 

the  use  of  the  light,  he  does  not  require  any  consent 
from  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land.  He,  therefore, 
begins  to  acquire  the  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  light 
by  mere  occupancy."  The  learned  Judge  then  adds, 
that  the  neighbour  may,  within  twenty  years,  obstruct 
the  light  by  building  on  his  own  land;  but  if  he  does 
not  do  so  within  that  period,  the  law  implies  a  consent 
on  his  part,  that  the  owner  of  the  window  shall  continue 
to  enjoy  the  light  without  obstruction,  so  long  as  he 
shall  continue  the  same  specific  mode  of  enjoyment. 
<^  It  does  not,  indeed,  imply  that  the  consent  is  given  by 
way  of  grant;  for  although  a  right  of  common  (except 
as  to  common  appendant),  or  a  right  of  way,  being  a 
privilege  of  something  positive  to  be  done  or  used  in 
the  soil  of  another  man's  land,  may  be  the  subject  of 
legal  grant,  yet  light  and  air,  not  being  to  be  used  in 
the  soil  of  the  land  of  another,  are  not  the  subject  of 
actual  grant;  but  the  right  to  insist  upon  the  non- 
obstruction  and  non-interruption  of  them  more  properly 
arises  by  a  covenant  which  the  law  would  imply  not  to 
interrupt  the  free  use  of  the  light  and  air."  The  judg- 
ment, also,  of  Tindal  C.  J.  in  Liggins  v.  Inge  (a), 
favours  this  view  of  the  subject  The  word  ^*  covenant" 
in  the  judgment  of  LiUledale  J.,  does  not  mean  a  cove- 
nant under  seal*  iLiUledale  J.  The  consent  must  be 
of  such  a  kind  as  the  law  deems  necessary.  I  did  not 
mean  to  lay  it  down,  that  a  parol  consent  was  sufficient. 
I  only  referred  to  the  technical  distinction  between  such 

(a)  7  Bing.  €90. 

things 
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Sit 


things  as  common  and  right  of  way,  which  are  subjects 
of  grantj  properly  speaking,  and  light  and  air,  which 
are  not  so.  Technically,  you  can  only  grant  that  over 
which  you  have  an  actual  power  for  the  purpose  of 
granting;  but  a  covenant  not  to  obstruct  the  light  and 
air,  would  come  to  the  same  thing.  That  covenant  must 
be  in  such  form  as  the  law  requires.]  The  question 
then  is,  what  amounts  to  a  sufficient  legal  consent?  If 
I  grant  to  another  any  easement  or  privilege  irrevo- 
cably to  be  exercised  on  my  land,  a  deed  is  necessary; 
not  so,  if  it  is  merely  the  privilege  of  doing  something 
on  his  land  which,  otherwise,  I  might  oppose.  This 
distinction  is  recognized  by  Bayley  J.  in  Hewlins  v. 
Shippam  (a),  and  Tindal  C.  J.  in  Liggins  v.  Inge  (&). 
And  in  the  latter  judgment  it  is  asked,  <<  Suppose  A. 
atfthorizes  B^  by  express  licence,  to  build  a  house  on 
jB.'s  own  land,  close  adjoining  to  some  of  the  windows 
of  A*s  house,  so  as  to  intercept  part  of  the  light;  could 
be  afterwards  compel  J3.  to  pull  the  house  down  again, 
simply  by  giving  notice  that  he  countermanded  the 
licence?*'  It  is  the  same  whether  A.  attempt  to  revoke 
the  licence  by  means  of  an  action,  as  in  Winter  v. 
Brockwell  (c),  or  by  abating  what  he  deems  a  nuisance : 
the  consent,  if  acted  upon  by  the  licensee,  is  irrevocable, 
though  given  by  parol  only.  The  judgment  in  the 
second  case  of  Mason  v.  Hill  (d)  does  not, '  so  far  as  it 
touches  on  the  present  point,  at  all  shake  the  doctrine 
of  Winter  v.  BrocJcmell  {c\  Liggins  v.  Inge  (6),  or  that 
which  may  be  collected  from  Web  v.  Paternoster  {e\  as 
to  an  executed  licence.     It  may  be  hard  that  a  person 


1834. 

Bridqes 

against 

Blamchard. 


(a)  SB.iC.  232,  233. 
(c)  S  East,  SOS, 


(6)  7J?Mg.69a 
id)  5B.  ^'  Ad,  15. 
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should 
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1834.       shoold  be  held  to  have  bound  himself  and  his  heirs  by  a 
parol  consent ;  but  it  would  also  be  hard  if,  after  having 

ifgahsi  allowed  his  neighbour  to  incur  an  expense  by  reason  of 
such  consent,  he  could,  at  pleasure,  render  it  nugatory. 
[^Liiiledale  J.  Suppose  he  had  given  a  parol  licence  to  a 
neighbour  to  put  cattle  on  his  premises,  and  that  person 
had,  in  consequence,  made  pens  and  roads,  could  not 
the  licence  be  countermanded  ?]  That  would  be  an  act 
done  on  the  licensor's  land,  in  which  case  the  licence  is 
subject  to  technical  difficulties;  if  it  conveys  an  interest 
in  the  land,  it  must  be  granted  by  lease  written  and 
signed,  or  be  held  merely  at  will  {a) ;  and  if  it  is  an  ease- 
ment, it  can  only  pass  by  deed.  Here,  the  act  was  done 
upon  the  land  of  the  party  claiming  the  licence ;  and  if 
the  letters  did  not  clearly  shew  a  consent  by  the  plain- 
tiff, it  is  evident  that,  while  the  work  was  carrying  on, 
she  must  have  been  aware  of  the  defendant's  proceed-  ^ 
ing:  she  made  no  objection  to  it;  and  such  acquiescence 
has,  in  many  cases,  been  held  equivalent  to  a  licence: 
Neak  dem.  Leroux  v.  Parkin  (ft),  Doe  dem.  Winchley  v. 
Pye  (c),  Doe  dem*  Foley  v.  Wilson  (d),  Doe  dem.  Shep- 
pard  V.  Allen  (e). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Great  research  and  ingenuity 
have  been  shewn  in  arguing  this  case ;  but  it  will  not 
be  necessary  to  enter  into  a  consideration  of  the  doc- 
trines which  have  been  discussed,  as  I  think  the  letters 
before  us  do  not  establish  the  licence  relied  upon  by 
the  defendant.  The  consent  to  the  making  of  a  window 
ought  to  have  been  express ;  but  no  express  consent  ap- 

(a)  29  Car.  2.  c.  3.  *.  I.  (A)  1  Esp.  230. 

(c)  1  Etp.  366.  {d)   1 1  EaUi  56, 

(e)  3  Taunt.  78. 

pears 
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pears  to  have  been  given.    It  might,  perhaps,  have  been        18S4*. 


Bridge 


a  proper  question  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury  upon  the 

whole  case,  whether  the  plaintiff  did  or  did  not  agree        agmnu 

Blamchakd* 
to  the  making  of  the  window ;  but  the  case  having  been 

put  into  such  a  form  at  the  trial,  as  brings  it  before  the 
Court  for  their  opinion  upon  the  construction  of  the 
letters,  we  must  decide  it  upon  that  Now  on  reading 
the  letter  of  the  defendant's  wife,  it  does  not  appear 
that  a  licence  is  or  has  been  asked  for  any  purpose 
beyond  that  of  placing  a  ladder  in  the  plaintiff's  grounds. 
It  may  be,  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  cautiously  spelt  the 
letter,  she  might  have  discovered  that  something  more 
was  intended  by  the  request ;  but  if  the  same  words  had 
been  used  in  conversation,  she  would  probably  not  have 
discovered  that  intention ;  nor  does  it  appear  by  her 
answer  that  she  did  so  here.  (His  Lordship  then  read 
the  plaintiff's  letter.)  The  extent  of  the  plaintiff's  com- 
munication is,  that  she  permits  a  ladder  to  be  placed, 
and  the  caution  which  she  gives,  against  injuring  the 
shrubs,  has  reference  to  that  only.  Another  letter  of 
the  plaintiff  has  been  referred  to,  but  that  was  written 
after  the  whole  matter  had  come  to  a  conclusion,  and 
cannot  have  any  weight.  I  think,  therefore,  that  no 
such  consent  was  given  to  the  making  of  this  window 
as  authorised  the  defendant  to  pull  down  the  wall  by 
which  it  was  obstructed ;  and  that  on  this  short  ground 
the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  There  might  have  been  some  evidence 
to  go  to  the  jury,  of  a  licence  to  make  the  window, 
but  I  think  the  letters  themselves  do  not  shew  such  a 
licence.  It  is  true  that,  in  the  first  letter  of  the  de- 
fendant's wife,  she  points  out  the  object  of  her  asking 
O  o  3  leave 
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1834.  leave  to  place  the  ladder;  and  it  may  have  been  ne- 
cessary  that,  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  a  right  to 

againsi  enjoy  the  window  unobstructed,  she  should  obtain  leave 
to  make  it :  but  the  plaintiff  was  not  likely  to  know 
her  own  legal  rights  in  this  respect;  and  the  consent 
which  she  in  fact  gave,  had  reference  merely  to  the 
placing  of  the  ladder.  The  only  observation  added  in 
giving  it,  regards  the  mischief  that  may  be  done  to  the 
shrubs.  Reliance  has  been  placed  upon  the  plaintiff's 
subsequent  letter,  in  which  she  says,  *^  without  knowing 
exactly  the  situation  in  which  your  window  would  be 
placed,  I  unfortunately  complied  with  your  request ;** 
but  what  was  that  request  ?  Only  to  be  permitted  to 
place  a  ladder ;  and  it  does  not  appear  that  any  other 
request  was  brought  under  the  plaintiff's  consideration. 
If  the  defendant's  wife,  in  her  letter,  had  specified  where 
the  window  was  to  be,  whether  it  was  to  be  large  or 
small,  and  how  far  it  was  likely  to  be  convenient  or 
inconvenient,  the  parties  would  probably  have  entered 
into  some  discussion  about  it  in  their  subsequent  corre- 
spondence. But  here  the  only  consent  asked  or  given 
relates  to  the  ladder. 

Taunton  J.  It  is  not  necessary  to  enter  into  the 
questions  which  have  been  raised  on  the  subject  of  ease- 
ments and  licences,  because  I  think  that  the  whole  of  this 
case  depends  upon  the  first  two  letters;  and  that  the 
plaintiff's  letter  did  not  convey  any  licence  or  consent 
to  the  throwing  out  of  this  window,  whether  such  con- 
sent be  matter  of  grant,  or  whether  it  be  merely  a  waiver 
of  rights,  which  is  a  question  of  a  very  refined  and  tech- 
nical nature.  The  whole  request,  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendant, was  only  to  have  the  ladder  placed,  in  order 

that 
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that  the  work  then  in  progress  might  be  more  neatly  lSS4f. 
finished ;  the  motive  stated  for  the  request  is  an  entirely  ^  J 
di£ferent  matter :  it  is,  indeed,  implied  in  that  statement        againsi 

Blamchakd. 
that  the  defendant  means  to  throw  out  a  window,  but 

the  request  is  confined  to  the  placing  of  the  ladder;  and 
the  consent  is  also  limited  to  that  There  might  be  a 
view  to  an  ulterior  object ;  but  it  is  not  to  be  taken  for 
granted  that  the  plaintiff  approved  of  that  object,  the 
nature  and  extent  of  which  she  could  not  be  apprised 
of;  for  nothing  had  been  stated  to  her  of  the  length, 
breadth,  height,  or  situation  of  the  intended  window. 
Another  letter  of  the  plaintiff  has  been  relied  upon ;  biit 
even  that  seems  to  prove,  that  at  the  time  of  the  de* 
fendant's  application  she  did  not  know  precisely  where ' 
the  window  was  to  be:  and,  at  all  events,  the  corre- 
spondence which  passed  at  that  time  did  not,  in  my 
opinion,  amount  to  the  assent  contended  for.  We 
are  not,  therefore,  called  upon  to  consider  the  other 
points  of  die  case,  and,  least  of  all,  the  question  of 
countermand ;  but,  upon  that  subject,  the  observations 
of  Mr.  FoUetl  respecting  the  case  of  Liggins  v.  Inge  (a), 
tend,  I  think,  strongly  to  shew,  that  if  there  was  a  good 
licence  given  in  this  case,  it  was  not  countermanded  by 
what  took  place  afterwards.  There,  however,  a  parol 
licence  was  expressly  stated :  if  the  same  fact  had  been 
clearly  shewn  here,  it  is  probable,  but  I  will  not  say 
certain,  that  Mr.  Folleti*s  argument  on  this  part  of  the 
case  would  have  been  found  applicable. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  7  Sing.  682. 

Oo  4 
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Aff'^m^*  Thomas  against  Saunders  and  Another, 

Esquires. 

In  an  action      HPHIS  was  an  action  against  justices  of  the  peace,  for 

against  ma-  JL 

gistrates  for  an  maliciously  and  without  probable  cause  issuing  their 

act  done  in  tba  .         i        i   •     •/«•       i      •         •  i      rnt. 

performance  of  warrant,  and  causing  the  plaintin  to  be  imprisoned.  1  he 
such,  the^plain-  plaintiff  obtained  a  judge's  order  for  removing  the  cause 
nSL^nSmt      '^^^  ^^^  county  of  the  borough  of  Caermarthen,  in  which 

toremove the  ^jjg  action  was  brouirht.  to  Gloucestershire^  he,  the  plain- 
action  to  a  ®    '  7     ^         r 

county  different  tiff,  undertakiufi:  to  pay  to  the  defendants  the  extra  costs 

from  that  in  ©        r  / 

which  it  was      necessarily  occasioned  by  the  trial  being  had  at  GlouceS" 

brought ;  he 

undertaking,  tcT  (a).  On  the  trial,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
paytbe'^^.'  defendant.  The  master,  in  his  taxation  of  the  costs 
ofthTilwi^S.  ("^^^r  sUt  7  Jac.  1.  c.  5,  and  21  Jac.  1.  c.  12.),  allowed 
Stained  °^"**  the  defendant  double  costs  on  the  expenses  arising  from 
diet.    Held,      the  causc  being  removed  to  Gloucestershire^  as  well  as  on 

that  the  defend-  ^ 

anu*  costo  of      the  Other  costs  of  the  cause. 

the  removal 

were  not  to  be        The  plaintiff  now  moved  in  person  for  a  rule  to  have 

doubled,  under      ,  .  .         ^ 

at.  7  Joe.  1.        the  taxation  reviewed. 

c.  5«f  and 

SI  Jac.  1.  e.  12. 

Chilton  shewed  cause  in  the  first  instance.  Supposing 
the  order,  removing  the  cause  to  Gloucester^  had  been 
silent  on  the  subject  of  costs,  the  costs  arising  from  the 
removal  would  have  been  costs  in  the  cause,  and  there- 
fore they  must  have  been  allowed  as  double  costs.  The 
defendants  cannot  be  placed  in  a  worse  situation  by  a 
condition  introduced  for  their  benefit 

The  plaintiff'^  in  person,  in  support  of  the  rule.     The 

(a)  The  cause  had  previouslj  been  removed  to  the  county  of  .Brecon. 
See  Thomoi  ▼•  Saunder$,SB.  ^  Ad,  462. 

condition 
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condition  introduced   into   the   rule  for  removing  the  1834?. 
cause  was  merely  to  indemnify  the  defendants  as  to  the 

•'  Thomas 

expense  of  the  removal.  agaimt 


Saundbrs. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  costs  to  be  allowed  to  the 
defendant,  as  to  the  removal  of  the  cause,  are  those 
which  are  necessarily  incidental  to  the  removal,  not  the 
double  of  those. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.     If  the  rulc  for  removal  were  silent 
.  as  to  the  costs  of  removal,  perhaps  it  might  be  other- 
wise; but,  as  it  stands,  the  defendants  can  only  be  in- 
demnified for  the  extra  expense. 

Taunton  J.  I  think  the  meaning  of  the  phrase 
^<  double  costs,"  in  the  statute,  is,  that  the  ordinary 
single  costs  should  be  doubled,  in  the  event  of  a  verdict 
passing  for  the  defendant,  or  the  plaintiff  becoming 
nonsuit  or  suffering  a  discontinuance.  The  enactment 
relates  only  to  the  costs  incurred  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  law.  The  extra  costs  occasioned  by  a  removal  are 
not  in  the  ordinary  course  of  law  :  they  are  incurred  by 
a  party  being  permitted  to  have  the  cause  tried  in 
a  county  which  is  not  the  regular  place  for  the  trial ;  and 
they  are  so  much  distinguished  from  the  ordinary  costs, 
that  the  plaintiff  must  pay  them,  even  if  he  obtain  a 
verdict;  and  this  without  reference  to  the  statute. 

Williams  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  extra 
costs  are  merely  the  additional  expenses. 

Ordered,  that  so  much  of  the  Master's  taxation 
as  allowed  double  costs  for  the  extra  ex- 
penses be  set  aside;  and  only  single  costs 
allowed  for  the  same. 


55^ 
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1834. 


robbed  me  of 
one  shilling, 
tan  money  j" 
and  the  in- 
nuendo ex- 
plained the 
meaning  to  be, 
that  the  plain- 
tiff had  frau- 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 
(Error  from  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.) 

Thurtday,  Day  agotust  RoBiNsoN,  in  Error. 

Moff  29th. 

declaration  for  T[^HE  defendant  in  error  declared  below,  in  case, 
ie"wordi*M  against  the  plaintiff  in  error.     The  first  count  of 

«**Y  ThaTe  *'^®  declaration  stated,  that  the  plaintiff,  before,  &c.  had 
been  retained  and  employed  by  and  in  the  service  of  the 
defendant  as  his  servant ;  that  the  plainti£^  before  and 
at  the  time,  &c.  had  quitted  the  service  of  the  defendant, 
and  had  been  recommended  to,  and  was  likely  to  be 
retained  and  employed  by,  and  in  the  service  oi^  one 
andean  ^iic?to  -^^'^^^^  RawUns^  as  a  servant  for  certain  wages  &c.; 
^h-ir*^"  "*®  °°*  yet  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises,  but  con- 
ceived by  him 
for  the  defend- 
ant, being  the 
produce  of  a 
sale  of  some 
tan  sold  by  the 
plaintiff  for, 
and  as  servant 
to,  tlie  defend- 
ant ;  but  the 
facts  stated  in 
this  innuendo 
were  not  al- 
leg.'d  by  any 
independent 

averment  in  the  tiff  was  a  dishonest  and  disreputable  person,  and 
Held,  that  the  was  therefore  unfit  to  be  employed  as  a  servant, 
bad^as  iniTo^*     *"^  ^^  prevent  the  said  Edward  Rawlins  from  retain- 

ducing  new 

facts;   and  that,  without  the  innuendo,  the  count  did  not  charge  words  actionable  in 

themselves. 

There  were  good  counts  besides,  and  special  damage  was  laid  at  the  end  of  the  declar- 
ation. Judgment  having  been  entered  on  a  verdict  with  damages  generally,  it  was  held  ill 
on  error  brought :  and 

The  court  of  error  awarded  a  venire  de  novo. 

ing 


triving  to  injure  the  plaintiff  &c.  and  to  bring  him  into 
public  scandal  &c.  with  and  amongst  all  his  neighbours 
&c.  and  particularly  with  the  said  Edward  Rawlinsy  and 
to  cause  it  to  be  suspected  and  believed  that,  whilst  he 
the  plaintiff  was  in  the  service  of  him  the  defendant  as 
aforesaid,  he  the  said  plaintiff  had  therein  conducted 
himself  dishonestly  and  unfaithfully,  and  had  robbed 
him   the   said  defendant,  and  that  he  the  said  plain- 
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ing   and    employing    him    the    said    plaintiff   in    his        1834. 
service,  as  he  otherwise  might  and  would  have  done,        ~ 
and    to    vex,    oppress    &c.    the    said    plaintiff,    in   a        agnintt 

BOBXMSON. 

certain  discourse  which  he,  the  defendant,  had  with 
the  plaintiff,  of  and  concerning  him  the  said  plain- 
tiff, in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  divers  &c.  falsely 
and  maliciously  spoke  and  published  to,  and  of  and 
concerning,  the  said  plaintiff,  these  false  &c.  words 
following:  (that  is  to  say),  ^^  You"  (meaning  the  said 
plaintiff)  <^  have  robbed  me  **  (meaning  himself  the 
said  defendant)  <*  of  a  shilling."  The  second  count 
did  not  vary,  in  the  introductory  part,  from  the  first, 
but  laid  the  words  as  follows :  *^  You "  (meaning  the 
said  plaintiff)  <<  have  robbed  me "  (meaning  the  said 
defendant)  **  of  Is.  tan  money"  (meaning  that  he,  the 
said  plaintiff,  had  fraudulently  and  wrongfully  taken 
and  applied  to  his  own  use  the  sum  of  I5.,  being  part  of 
a  certain  sum  of  money,  that  is  to  say,  the  sum  of  6s,  6</., 
which  be  the  said  plaintiff  had  received  into  his  custody 
as  the  servant  of  and  for  and  on  behalf  of  him  the  said 
^  defendant ;  and  which  said  moneys  were  so  paid  to  the 
said  plaintiff,  for  and  on  account  of  him  the  said  defend- 
ant, as  and  for  the  produce  of  the  sale  of  a  certain 
quantity  of  a  certain  article  called  tan,  theretofore  sold 
by  the  said  plaintiff,  for  and  on  behalf,  and  as  the 
servant  of  him  the  said  defendant,  and  for  which  said 
sum  of  6s,  6d,,  he,  the  said  plaintiff,  as  such  servant  as 
aforesaid,  was  accountable  to  the  said  defendant).  In 
the  third  count,  the  colloquium  was  laid  to  be  with  one 
R,  A,  and  the  words  as  follows  :  "  Robinson  "  (meaning 
the  said  plaintiff)  "  has  been  robbing  me "  (mean- 
ing  the  said  defendant)  "  of   taq   money "    (meaning 

that 


ROBIHSOK. 
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]  834.        that  he  the  said  plaintiff,  had  robbed  him  the  said  d^ 
~  fendant,  of  certain  moneys  of  him  the  said  defendant, 

against  which  he  the  said  plaintiff  had  received  into  his  custody 
as  the  amount,  &c.  following  substantially  the  corre- 
sponding innuendo  in  the  second  count),  ^^  and  has  also 
robbed  George  Aspltn*s  desk  of  money  two  or  three 
times"  (thereby  then  and  there  meaning  that  he,  the 
said  p1ainti£^  had  on  two  or  three  several  occasions 
feloniously  stolen  and  taken  away  divers  sums  of  money 
from  and  out  of  a  certain  desk  used  by  one  George 
Asplitij  then  and  there  being  also  a  servant  of  him  the 
said  defendant,  and  which  said  sums  of  money  were  then 
and  there  the  property  of  him  the  said  defendant) ;  **  and 
I"  (meaning  himself  the  said  defendant)  *^  have  sent 
him"  (meaning  the  said  plaintiff)  '^  off"  (thereby  then 
and  there  meaning  that  he,  the  said  defendant,  had 
dismissed  and  discharged  him  the  said  plaintiff,  from 
the  service  and  employ  of  him  the  said  defendant,  on 
account  of  the  dishonest  and  unfaithful  conduct  of  him 
the  said  plaintiff).  The  fourth  count  was  upon  a  col- 
loquium with  R,  B.  as  to  the  tan  money  only,  with  the 
innuendoes  as  in  the  third  count  The  fifih  count  was 
upon  a  colloquium  with  divers  subjects  &c.,  and  the 
words  were  laid  as  follows : — "  Bobinsoji"  (meaning  the 
said  plaintiff)  '^  broke  open  and  robbed  George  Asplin*s 
desk"  (meaning  that  he,  the  said  plaintiff,  had  feloni- 
ously stolen  and  taken  away  divers  sums  of  money  and 
other  articles,  from  and  outof  a  certain  desk  used  by  and 
in  the  possession  of  one  George  Asplin).  The  sixth 
count  was  on  a  colloquium  with  one  J.  Z>.,  and  the 
words  were  laid  as  follows:  — "  Ah  !  Mr.  Robinson^  in- 
deed !    He"  (meaning  the  said  plaintiff)    ^*  has  been 

robbing 
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robbing  me"    (meaning  himself  the  said  defendant);         1834. 
"  and  I  have  sent  him  oflF"  (thereby  then  and  there        ~ 
meaning  that  he,  the  said  plaintiff,  while  he  was  in  the        againH 

ROUMSOX. 

service  of  him,  the  said  defendant,  had  robbed,  cheated, 
and  defraaded  him,  the  said  defendant,  and  that  by 
reason  of  the  dishonest  and  unfaithful  conduct  of  him, 
the  said  plaintiff,  as  such  servant  as  aforesaid,  he,  the 
said  defendant,  had  dismissed,  &c.  as  before).  The 
seventh  count  was  the  same  as  the  third,  except  that  the 
colloquium  was  laid  with  TV.  J.  The  eighth  count  was 
in  the  same  form,  on  a  colloquium  with  W,  J*.,  and  the 
words  were,  <*  Robinson  has  robbed  me "  (meaning  that 
he,  the  said  plaintiff,  had  cheated  and  defrauded  him,  the 
said  defendant,  of  certain  moneys  which  he  the  said 
plaintiff  had  received  into  his  custody  as  the  servant  of 
and  for  and  on  behalf  of  him  the  said  defendant).  It 
was  charged  as  special  damage  at  the  end  of  the  de- 
claration, that,  by  means  of  the  committing  of  the  said 
several  grievances,  the  said  Edward  Raidins^  who  was 
about  to  retain  the  plaintiff  as  servant  for  wages,  re- 
fused to  do  so.  The  defendant  pleaded  the  general 
issue  to  the  whole,  and  a  justification  as  to  part,  to 
which  justification  the  plaintiff  replied  de  injuria.  Both 
issues  were  found  for  the  plaintiff:  and  the  jury  assessed 
the  damages  generally  on  the  whole  declaration.  Judg- 
ment was  entered  up  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench. 

The  case  was  argued  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  Lord 
LyndhurstC.  B.,  Park  J.,  Gaselee  J.,  Bosanquet  J., 
BoLLAND  B.,  Alderson  B.,  and  Gurney  B. 

Kelly  was  to  have  argued  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  but 
the  court  called  on  the  other  side. 

Piatt 
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I 

Piatt  for  the  defendant  in  error.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  the  first  count  is  good.  iTindal  C.  J.  It  is 
clearly  good,  according  to  Sbmman  v.  Dutton  {a\  and 
Tondinaon  t.  BritUehank  (&).  But  in  some  of  the  other 
counts,  the  innuendoes  change  the  sense  of  the  previous 
words,  by  the  introduction  of  new  and  distinct  facts,  not 
alleged  in  the  inducement  All  the  decided  cases  are 
against  the  introduction  of  new  facts  in  the  innuendo,  (r)] 
Admitting  the  innuendo  in  any  count  to  be  bad,  it  may 
be  rejected  as  surplusage ;  and  then  the  words  are  action- 
able in  themselves  (i2).  iTindal  C,  J.  That  rule  may 
hold  good,  where  the  words  spoken  import  in  themselves 
a  criminal  charge,  and  the  innuendo  introduces  matter 
that  is  merely  useless,  and  not  in  any  way  altering  the 
nature  of  the  charge,  which  the  words  themselves  would 
import  But  how  are  we  to  know  that  tan  money  can 
be  the  subject  matter  of  robbery  ?  and  even  if  we  were 
to  take  notice  of  the  meaning  of  tan  money,  the  facts  in- 
troduced in  the  innuendoes  shew  that  the  defendant  did 
not  mean  to  impute  robbery,  but  embezzlement]  The* 
expression,  *'  one  shilling  tan  money  "  cannot  but  mean 
something  of  value;  suppose  the  expression  had  been 
<*  one  shilling  pocket  money."  [^Alderson  J.  I  do  not 
know  that  these  words  would  have  b^en  slanderous  in 
themselves :  but  your  supposition  introduces  another 
meaning  of  the  word  "  rob."  Park  J.  And  you  shew 
the  words  on  the  record  not  to  mean  robbery.]  The 
innuendo  must1>e  supported,  or  rejected;  if  it  be  sup- 

(a)  10  Bmg.  402.  (6)  4  i7.  4-  Ad.  6S0. 

{c)  See  Cvm*  Dig.  Action  upon  the  Case  for  Defamation^  6.  8.  6. 10. 
Bac  Ahr,  Slander,  S.  4.  (p.  307.  yoI.  Tii.  ed.  1852.)  De  Grey  C.  J.  In 
JR.  ▼.  Some,  2  Cowp.  684.  1  Vin.  Abr,  Actions  [fir  H^ordi],  I.  b. 

(d)  See  Corbtt  ▼.  Hitt^  Cro.  E&x.  609.  and  SmilhY,  Cooker,  Cro..Car, 
512. 

ported, 


IN  THE  Fourth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV. 


559 


ported,  it  shews  a  good  cause  of  section ;  if  it  be  rejected, 
there  is  a  simple  charge  of  robbery,  which  is  slanderous. 
And,  even  admitting  the  words  in  every  count  not  to 
be  actionable  in  themselves,  there  is  a  special  damage 
laid. 


1834. 

Day 

against 

ROBINaON. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  (after  conferring  with  the  other  judges). 
The  special  damage  is  stated  as  the  result  of  the  speak- 
ing of  all  the  words  in  the  several  counts,  not  of  the 
words  stated  in  those  counts  only  which  are  good.  It 
is  impossible  therefore  upon  this  general  finding  of  the 
jury  that  we  can  see  that  the  damages  have  been  given 
in  respect  of  those  counts  only  which  are  good,  and  of 
the  special  damage  resulting  from  the  words  stated  in 
those  counts.  Part  of  the  damage  may  be  for  the  one 
county  and  part  for  the  other.  In  order  therefore  that 
the  damages  may  be  ascertained  to  be  given  for  that 
part  of  the  declaration  which  is  free  from  the  objection 
before  adverted  to,  we  think  a  venire  de  novo  must  be 
awarded. 

Venire  de  novo  awarded  (a). 


(a)  See  2  fFtnt,  Sound*  171  c.  note  (1.)  to  JffamUeion  ▼.  Veen, 
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Tfmrsday,        In  thc  Matter  of  King,  Gent.,  One,  &c.  and 

Ifajr  29th.  rj. 

Tredwell. 


laaffidmvitii  A    RULE  had  been  obtained,  calling  upon  King  to 

filed  to  support  J\                                                           >              C      f               •» 

an  appiicfttion  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  be  struck  off  the 

to  strike  an  „     «               .          *.    t  .     ^                    i                rr,     w     tw 

attorney  off  the  roll  of  attornies  oF  this  Court;  and  upon  TreOwellf  to 

ing  an  unpnv  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  be  committed  to  the  prison 

t!r^^o?~°  of  this  Court  for  such  term  as  the  Court  should  think 

hi^^hiT'  ^^  pursuant  to  stat.  22  G.  2.  c.  46.  5.11.     The  rule 

clerk,  contrary  ^^g  obtained  upon  affidavits,  stating  that  King  was  an 

c. 46.  «•!].,  attorney,  having  an  office  and  carrying  on  business  in 

cient  to  state  London  s  that  an  office  was  opened  last  year  in  King*s 

facts  from 

which  the  name,  at  a  house  in  Evesham^  Worcestershire:  that  Tred^- 

infer  that  the  ^^^^^s  who  was  an  auctioneer  and  accountant,  resided  on 

^^rofiu;  the  ^^  premises;  that  Kin^s  name  appeared  on  the  house 

m'^state*their  ^^""^  *"^  likewise  the  inscription — "  TredweU^  Auo- 

belief  that  such  tioneer:"  that  TredweU  had,  in  several  instances,  served 

was  the  case, 

unless  the  facts  process,  written  letters,  and  taken  other  steps  in  law 

are  such  as  ,                        ,                  , 

cannot  lead  to  proceedings,  sometimes  stating  that  he  acted  for  Kingf 

any  other  con- 
clusion, and  sometimes  using  expressions  of  a  more  ambiguous 

fact  of  the  at-  kind;  and  that  King  did  not  (as  the  deponents  believed) 

employed^an*^  attend  the  office  at  Evesham.  One  of  the  deponents  swore 

unprofessional  jj^^j^  {„  ^  conversation  he  had  had  with  TredwelL  as  to 

person  to  carry  '                                                                                               ' 

on  business  for  ^  certain  writ  (amonff  others)  stated  to  have  been  issued 

him  as  his  ^            °                ' 

clerk,  at  a  by  King  and  served  by  TredweU,  the  latter  said,  that  he 

p.*  ice  ninety 

miles  distant  had  been  obliged  to  do  what  he  had  done^  for  the  sup- 

torney's  own  port  6f  himself  and  his  family,  the  attornies  of  Evesham 

not  sufficient  having  refused  to  employ  him ;  and  the  deponent  stated, 

SrS^tir^^  that  he  had  no  doubt,  from  this  conversation,  that  Tred- 
weU had  caused  the  said  writ  to  be  issued  for  his  own 

profit; 
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profit;  but  nothing  further  was  alleged  as  to  any  par«        1834>. 
ticipation  of  profits  between  Tredwell  and  King.     The  -   . 
affidavits  of  Kit^,  TredvoeU^  and  others,  in  answer,  ad-        £"<>• 
mitted  that  King  was  resident  in  London;  but  stated 
that  he  used  the  office  at  Evesham  as  a  branch  office, 
and  occasionallv  attended  it,  and  that  Tredwell  acted 
there  solely  as   his  clerk,  and   had   never  transacted 
business  there  for  his  own  profit  or  on  his  own  account. 
Evesham  is  more  than  ninety  miies  fi-om  London. 

Sir  James  Scarlett  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended, 
that  the  affidavits  in  support  of  the  rule  made  out  no 
case,  as  they  neither  stated  a  participation  of  profits  by 
TredweU^  nor  even  the  belief  of  the  deponents  that  he 
had,  on  any  occasion,  shared  the  profits  of  business  done. 

F.  Pollock^  contra.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  facts  stated 
are  such  that  the  Court  can  have  no  doubt  of  the 
unqualified  person  having  partaken  of  the  profits.  In 
the  case  In  re  Clark  (a),  which  was  a  similar  one  to  the 
present,  Abbott  C.J.  said,  —  "  I  disclaim  for  myself  any 
wish  to  proceed  in  a  case  like  this,  upon  mere  suspicion; 
but  we  are  to  ask  ourselves  this  question  (which  is  not 
unfrequently  asked  in  summing  up  a  case  for  the  jury), 
adverting  to  the  evidence  before  us,  are  our  own  judg- 
ments satisfied,  are  our  minds  convinced  that  the 
crime  charged  has  been  proved  to  our  satisfaction  and 
conviction?  That  conviction  may  arise  as  well  from 
collateral  circumstances  as  from  direct  and  positive 
proof."  [Williams  J.  In  a  case  in  which  I  once  moved 
for  a  criminal  information,  the  same  objection  was  taken 
to  the  affidavits  as  that  which  is  now  made.  I  said,  that 
the  affidavits  presented  facts  to  the  Court  from  which 

(a)  32>.4>J{.  252. 

Vol.  L  P  p  they 
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18S4.       they  might  draw  their  own  inference;  but  HdrpydJ* 
answered,  that  affidavits,  in  such  a  case,  were  insufficient. 

In  tbe  Matter  of 

Kmo.  if  they  did  not  state  the  belief  of  the  deponents  that  the 
parties  moved  against  had  acted  from  a  corrupt  motive; 
unless  the  facts  sworn  to  were  such  as  could,  by  possir 
bility,  lead  to  only  one  conclusion  (a).] 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  That  is  very  good  sense;  and 
the  position  is  a  stronger  one  than  the  present  case 
requires.  Under  this  severe  and  summary  statute,  one 
would  wish  to  see  that  those  who  bring  the  parties 
before  the  Court  are  really  persuaded  that  they  have 
made  themselves  liable  to  the  penalties  of  the  act.  The 
persons  applying  for  this  rule  ought  to  have  stated  thar 
belief  that  the  profits  were  participated  in,  or,  at  least, 
sufficient  grounds  for  such  belie£  If  they  entertain  it 
(and  it  will  not  be  contended  that  a  prosecutor  ought 
not  to  believe  the  truth  of  the  charge),  why  should  not 
they  state  the  fact  of  their  belief  on  oath?  It  was  held 
in  Ex  parte  Garbutt  (i),  that  the  fact  of  an  attorney 
.  having  stationed  a  ^*  jackal"  at  a  particular  place  was  not 
sufficient  to  support  a  motion  of  this  kind ;  though  such 
conduct  is  more  within  the  mischief  of  the  statute  than 
a  mere  participation  of  profits.  The  foundation  of  the 
rule  fails,  and  it  must  be  discharged. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  Concurred. 

Taumton  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  but  an  attorney 
residing  in  Lcndon  ought  not  to  employ  an  auctioneer, 
at  a  distant  place,  to  carry  on  business  as  his  clerk. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged  without  costs. 

[a)  lUgw.  mUianuoHf  ^B.^Ald.  583.  (6)  %Bmg.1^. 
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1834. 


The  King  against  The  Justices  of  the  West  Tkundi^, 

^  ,  ,  May  29th. 

Riding  of  Yorkshire. 

(In  the  Matter  of  the  Aire  and  Calder  Na- 
vigation, and  Lake  Lock  Railway  Com- 
panies.) 


A    RULE  had  been  obtained  calling  on  the  justices  Arivemaflga- 

and  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  West  Riding  to  yidedthatno 
shew  cause  why  a  certiorari  should  not  issue  to  remove  be^uken'm^ 

purauance 
thereof  should  be  removed  by  certiorari.  By  a  subsequent  statute  for  improving  the  same 
navigation,  it  wai  enacted,  that  ail  the  powers,  provisions,  exemptions,  rules,  remedies,  re- 
gulations, penalties,  forfeitures,  articles,  matters,  and  things  whatsoever,  contained  in  the 
former  act,  should  be  in  full  force,  and  extend  to  and  be  applied  and  enforced  as  to  that  act 
and  the  matters  therein  contained,  in  as  full  a  manner  to  aU  intents  and  purposes  as  if 
therein  re-enacted  t  Held,  that  these  were  sufficient  words  to  take  away  the  certiorari  on 
proceedingt  under  the  latter  act. 

By  the  latter  act  it  was  provided,  that  if  the  undertakers  of  the  navigation  could  not  agree 
with  any  parties  for  the  purdune  of  lands,  a  jury  should  be  summoned  to  the  quarter  ses- 
iions,  who  should  assess  the  purchase-money  to  be  paid,  and  also  what  other  separate  and 
distinct  sunu  should  be  paid  for  damages  before  then  sustained,  or/or  tkejuturt  temporary 
or  perpetual  amtin-uance  of  any  recttrrmg  damagei  which  should  have  been  occasioned  by 
putting  the  act  in  execution ;  the  purchase-money  and  damages  to  be  assessed  separately ; 
and  that  the  justices  in  sessions  should  give  judgment  for  such  purchase-money  or  recom- 
pence  as  should  be  assessed  by  such  jury ;  which  verdict  and  judgment  should  be  binding 
on  all  persons.  By  a  separata  clause  it  was  provided  that  the  undertskers  should  not  be 
obliged  to  receive  any  complaint  of  damage,  unless  notice  wore  given  them  within  six  months 
aflfcer  the  damage.  A  jury  summoned  to  assess  compensation  as  above  mentioned,  found  a 
verdict  of  dL  for  value  of  the  land  taken ;  present  damages,  nothiog;  future  damages,  280CM. 
The  judgment  entered  up  recited  that  the  jury  had  assessed  6/.  for  purchase-money,  and  no 
separate  or  distinct  sum  for  damages  before  then  susuined  by  the  execution  of  the  act ;  aud 
that  they  bad  assessed  the  distinct  sum  to  l>e  paid  for  the  future  temporary  or  perpetual 
continuance  of  any  recurring  damages  which  should  be  occasioned  by  putting  the  act  in  exe- 
cution, at  280(X. ;  and  it  was  adjudged  that  the  undertnkers  should  forthwith  pay  the  61., 
and  the  8800/.  A  mandamus  being  moved  for  to  the  justices  to  amend  the  judgment 
by  striking  out  the  award  of  SSOO^.,  it  being  contended  that  the  verdict  could  not  legally 
take  effect  as  an  award  of  present  damages  under  the  act,  none  having  yet  been  sustained : 
Held,  that  as  the  statutes  did  not  allow  a  removal  of  the  proceedings  by  certiorari,  the 
Court  could  not  indirectly  bring  them  under  review  by  a  mandamus. 

The  land  taken  was  ground  upon  which  the  owners  had  laid  a  railway,  and  they  claimed 
to  have  their  damage  calculated  on  the  assumption  that  the  purchasers  would  so  use  the  land 
as  to  destroy  the  railway;  the  latter,  however,  declaring  that,  to  avoid  doing  so,  they  should 
make  a  tunnel.  The  damages  so  claimed  were  allowed  by  the  jury,  as  "  future  damages.'* 
Qumrtf  whether  the  venlict  so  given,  and  entered  up  in  the  judgment  as  above  mentioned, 
wasl^al? 

P  p  2  into 
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lSS4f»       into  this  Court  the  judgmeDt  pronounced  by  the  justices 

j^  ^       at  their  last  Christmas  quarter  sessions,  upon  the  verdict 

agaUH        of  a  jury  impannelled  before  them,  under  the  statute 

The  Justices  of  J     J         r 

the  West       9  G.  4.  c.  xcviii.  (local  and  personal,  public),  by  which 

Riding  of 

YoRisHiRi,  the  jury  assessed  (as  will  be  more  particularly  stated 
hereafter)  certain  compensation  to  be  paid  to  the  pro- 
prietors of  the  Lake  Lock  Railway  by  the  undertakers  of 
the  Aire  and  Colder  Navigation,  for  the  purchase  of  land 
by  the  latter  for  the  purposes  of  the  act;  or  why  a  manda- 
mus should  not  issue  to  the  said  justices  and  clerk  of  die 
peace,  commanding  them  to  enter  up  the  said  judgment, 
or  otherwise  to  amend  the  entry  thereof,  so  as  to  make 
the  same  conformable  to  the  legal  effect  of  the  verdict 
and  of  the  statute,  by  striking  out  so  much  thereof 
as  related  to  the  recompence  assessed  for  prospective 
damages,  and  the  payment  of  the  monies  so  assessed 
forthwith. 

By  the  above-mentioned  act,  sect  2.,  the  undertakers 
of  the  navigation  are  empowered  to  make  certain  rail- 
ways, and  for  that  and  other  purposes  of  the  act,  to 
enter  lands,  and  set  out  such  parts  as  they  think  proper 
for  making  the  proposed  ways,  &c.,  doing  as  little  da- 
mage as  may  be,  and  making  satisfaction  to  the  owners 
of  such  lands  as  shall  be  taken  or  prejudiced,  in  manner 
after  mentioned.  Sect.  17.  enacts,  that  after  any  lands 
shall  be  set  out  for  making  the  railways,  &c.,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  all  bodies  politic,  corporations,  tenants  for 
life  or  in  tail,  or  persons  having  any  other  partial  or 
qualified  estate  or  interest,  husbands,  guardians,  trus- 
tees, &c.,  and  all  other  trustees  and  persons  whomsoever, 
not  only  for  themselves,  their  heirs,  and  successors,  but 
also  for  the  persons  in  reversion,  remainder,  &c.,  if 
incapacitated,  and   for  their  cestuique  trusts,  j&c,    to 

contract 
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contract  with  the  undertakers  for  the  sale  of,  and  to        1834. 
sell  and  convey  to   the  trustees  of  the  said   under-        " 

•^  Tlie  Kino 

takers,  for  the  purposes  of  the  act,  any  lands,  &c.,  so        against 

.  1    «    *•      i«  The  Justices  of 

set  out.  By  sect.  20.,  if  any  proprietor  shall,  for  fourteen  the  West 
days  afler  notice  from  the  undertakers,  refuse  or  neglect  Yorkshiri. 
to  treat  with  them  for  the  sale  of  lands,  &c.,  they  are 
empowered  and  required  to  cause  a  jury  to  be  empan- 
nelled,  &c.,  to  appear  at  some  quarter  session  for  the 
county,  riding,  &c.,  to  be  appointed  in  the  warrant  for 
summoning  such  jury;  and  twelve  of  such  jury  are 
there  to  **  enquire  o^  assess,  and  ascertain  the  sum  or 
sums  of  money  to  be  paid  for  the  purchase  of  such 
lands,"  &c.,  *<  and  also  what  other  separate  and  distinct 
sum  or  sums  of  money  shall  bQ  paid  by  way  of  recom- 
pence,  either  for  the  damages  which  shall  or  may  before 
that  time  have  been  sustained  as  aforesaid,"  (by  the 
execution  of  this  act)  ^^  or  for  the  future  temporary  or 
perpetual  continuance  of  any  recurring  damages  which 
shall  have  been  so  occasioned  as  aforesaid,  and  the 
cause  or  occasion  of  which  shall  have  been  only  in 
part  obviated  or  repaired  by  the  said  undertakers,  and 
which  can  or  will  be  no  further  obviated,  repaired,  or 
remedied  by  them ;  and  the  said  justices  shall  accord-^ 
ingly  give  judgment  for  such  purchase  money  or  recom- 
pence  as  shall  be  assessed  by  such  jury;  which  said 
verdict,  and  the  judgment  to  be  thereupon  pronounced 
as  aforesaid,  shall  be  binding  and  conclusive  to  all  in- 
tents and  purposes,  against  all  bodies  politic,  corporate, 
or  collegiate,  and  all  other  persons  whomsoever."  By 
sect  26.  the  undertakers  are  not  required  to  receive 
any  complaint  of  damage  sustained  in  consequence  of 
the  act,  unless  notice  shall  have  been  given  them  in 
manner  there  prescribed,  within  six  calendar  months 
P  p  3  next 
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1834.       next  after  the  time  that  such  damage  shall  have  been 
sustainedi  or  the  doing  thereof  shall  have  ceased.     By 

The  King 

against        sect.  27.  the  juries  are  required  to  award  the  compens* 

The  Justices  ot       ,  /.  i       <■       «  i      <• 

the  West  ation  for  the  value  of  lands,  &c.  separately  from  any 
YoRKsuiRx.  assessment  of  money  for  damages  sustained  or  to  be 
sustained  as  before  mentioned.  By  sect.  29.  the  ver- 
dicts of  such  juries  are  to  be  kept  by  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  of  the  West  Riding,  among  the  records  of  the 
quarter  sessions  of  that  Riding,  and  are  to  be  deemed 
records.  By  sect.  40.  it  is  enacted,  that  on  payment 
or  legal  tender  of  the  compensation  assessed,  (or  upon 
payment  into  the  Bank  of  England^  in  certain  cases,) 
but  not  sooner,  unless  with  leave  of  the  proprietor,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  undertakers  to  enter  upon  the 
lands,  &c.,  and  the  same  shall  from  thenceforth  become 
their  property  for  the  purposes  of  the  act  for  even 

By  a  former  BCt,  I  G.  4*  c.  xxxix.  (local  and  personal, 
public),  passed  to  enable  the  undertakers  to  make  a 
certain  navigable  cut  or  canal,  with  branches,  which  act 
gave  similar  powers,  and  contained  similar  provisions  as 
to  the  assessment  of  compensation  by  a  jury  to  those  in 
the  statute  above-mentioned,  it  is  enacted  (sect  117«), 
<<  That  no  proceedings  to  be  had  and  taken  in  pursuance 
of  this  act  shall  be  quashed  or  vacated  for  want  of 
form,  or  be  removed  by  certiorari,  or  any  other  writ  or 
process  whatsoever,  into  any  of  his  Majesty's  courts  of 
record  at  Westminster  or  elsewhere."  Sect.  119.  enables 
any  person  thinking  himself  aggrieved,  to  appeal  to  the 
quarter  sessions  against  any  order,  judgment,  or  de- 
termination of  any  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace,  re- 
lating to  any  matter  or  thing  in  this  act  mentioned. 
And  by  the  statute  9  G.  4.  c.  xcviii.  s.  1.,  after  reciting 
Stat.  1  6. 4.  c.  xxxix.,  it  is  enacted,  that  that  act  and 

"all 
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*'  all  and  every  the  powers,  provisionsi  exemptions^  roles,       1834. 
remedies,  regulations,  penalties,  forfeitures,  articles,  mat-       ^-^ 

^  ^  The  King 

ters,  and  things  whatsoever  therein  contained,"  (except       againMt 

The  Justicet  of 

as  varied  by  this  act,  and  with  some  other  exceptions  not  the  West 
material,)  *^  shall  be  and  are  hereby  declared  to  be  in  YoaictBiRz. 
full  force  and  effect,  and  shall  extend  to  and  be  used, 
executed,  applied,  enforced,  and  put  in  execution,  to  all 
intents  and  purposes,  as  to  thb  act,  and  the  several 
matters  and  things  therein  contained,  for  making,  com- 
pleting, preserving,  and  maintaining  the  cuts,  canals, 
railways,"  &c.,  *'  and  works  to  be  made  by  virtue  of  this 
act,  and  for  carrying  the  several  purposes  of  this  act  into 
execution,  in  as  full,  ample,  and  beneficial  a  manner,  to 
all  intents,  constructions,  and  purposes  whatsoever,  as 
if  the  same  had  been  severally,  separately,  and  respect- 
ively repeated  and  re-enacted  in  the  body  of  this  act, 
and  made  part  thereof." 

The  undertakers  of  the  navigation,  having  occasion 
to  make  a  railway  intersecting  that  of  the  Late  Lock 
Company,  proposed  (and  gave  legal  notice  of  their 
desire)  to  buy  of  them,  for  that  purpose,  eight  perches 
of  the  land  over  which  the  latter  railway  passed ;  intend- 
ing^ as  they  afterwards  stated,  to  convey  their  own  rail- 
way beneath  it  by  a  tunnel.  A  jury  was  summoned  to 
the  West  Riding  sessions,  to  assess  compensation.  Upon 
the  hearing  of  the  case,  the  counsel  for  the  undertakers 
represented  their  intention  as  above  stated ;  but  it  was 
answered,  that  if  they  obtained  the  land]  there  was  no^ 
thing  to  prevent  them  from  so  using  it  as  to  destroy  the 
Late  Lock  Company's  railway ;  and,  therefore,  such  a 
sum  ought  to  be  given  for  prospective  damage  as  would 
compensate  for  the  total  destruction  of  the  railway  at 
that  point  The  chairman,  in  summing  up,  told  the 
jury  to  pay  what  attention  they  thought  fit  to  the  in- 
P  p  4  teAtions 
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18S4.        tentions  of  the  undertakers  as  stated ;  but  observed,  that 

^"^^^        he  did  not  know  of  any  power  that  could  prevent  the 

agaUut        undertakers  from  letting  down  the  Lake  Lock  rail-road 

the  Wett      and  destroying  it,  and  that  the  jury,  if  they  thought  it 

YoMMHiu.     '^•'^^y  ^*^  8"**^  would  be  the  case^  should  give  their 

verdict  for  the  full  value  of.  the  said  rail-road ;  or  if 

not,  then  for  such  a  sum  as  they  thought  iairly  due  for 

such  damages  as  they  considered  likely  to  arise.    The 

jury  gave  their  verdict  as  follows :  — 

*^  The  eight  perches  of  land  we  value  at  -  jS6. 

*<  Present  damages  ...  Nothing. 

**  Future  damages  ...    j^esoa*' 

The  counsel  for  the  undertakers  objected  to  the  ver- 
dict as  illegal,  but  the  objection  was  over-ruled.  The 
judgment,  as  entered  up  by  the  derk  of  the  peaces 
proceeded,  after  several  recitals,  to  state  the  verdict 
of  the  jury,  awarding  6L  to  the  proprietors  of  the  Lake 
Lock  Railway  for  the  land,  and  further  stating  that  the 
jury  do  also  ^*  ascertain  that  no  separate  or  distinct 
sum  of  money  should  be  paid  by  way  of  reoompence 
to  the  said  proprietors  for  the  damages  before  that 
time  sustained  by  the  execution  of  any  of  the  powers 
granted  in  and  by  the  said  act."  And  that  the  jury  do 
*^  assess  and  ascertain  the  separate  and  distinct  sum 
of  money  to  be  paid  by  way  of  recompence  to  the  said 
proprietors  of  the  Lake  Lock  Railway,  for  the  future 
temporary  or  perpetual  continuance  of  any  recurring 
damages  which  shall  be  so  occasioned  as  aforesaid,  and 
the  cause  or  occasion  of  which  shall  be  only  in  part 
obviated  or  repaired  by  the  said  undertakers,  and  which 
can  be  no  further  obviated,  repaired,  or  remedied  by 
them,  at  the  sum  of  2800/."  And  that  it  was  thereupon 
adjudged  that  the  undertakers  should  forthwith  pay  to 
the  proprietors  of  the  Lake  Lock  Railway  6t  for  the 

purchase 
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purchase  of  the  eight  perches  of  land,  *'  and  dso  the        t8S4. 
sum  of  2800/.  for  the  future   temporary  or  perpetual 

The  Kiwo 

continuance/'  &c. ;  repealing  the  words  of  the  verdict        of^nirui 

Tbs  JusticM  o 

as  last  set  out     The  undertakers  tendered  the  6/.  for      the  West 
the  land,  but  contended  that  they  were  not  liable  to  pay     yokmwm. 
the  2S00L  or  any  part  of  it,  until  some  damage  had  ac« 
crued  to  the  Lake  Lock  railway.     The  proprietors  of 
that  railway  insisted  that  the  undertakers  had  no  right 
to  enter  upon  their  land,  not  having  paid  the  2806/. 

Blackbume  and  Dundas  now  shewed  cause.    First,  the 
certiorari  is  taken  away  by   1  6.  4.  c.  xxxix.  5.  117*, 
which  is  embodied  in  9  G.  4.  c.  xcviiL   by  the  first 
section  of  that  act.      Then,  secondly,  an  attempt  is 
made  to  avoid  the  operation  of  that  clause  by  applying 
for  a  mandamus  to  the  justices  to  enter  up  the  verdict 
according  to  what  is  assumed  to  be  its  legal  effect.     The 
undertakers  wish  to  have  the  decision  of  the  jury  re- 
viewed by  this  Court ;  but  the  act  9  G.  4.  r.  xcviii.  s.  20. 
expressly  says  that  the  verdict  of  such  jury  and  the 
judgment  to  be  thereon  pronounced  **  shall  be  binding 
and  conclusive,  to  all  intents  and  purposes."     The  only 
ground  shewn  for  this  application  is  excess  in  the  da- 
mages ;  that  was  a  matter  to  be  de&ded  at  the  sessions ; 
and  if  the  sessions  have  not  exceeded  their  jurisdiction, 
this  court  cannot  interfere.    These  are  acts  of  parliament 
introduced  by  the  undertakers  themselves;  such  acts  are 
to  be  considered  (as  Lord  Eidon  said  in  Blakemore  v. 
The  Glamorganshire  Canal  Navigation  {a) )  *<in  the  light 
of  contracts  made  by  the  legislature,  on  behalf  of  every 
person  interested  in  any  thing  to  be  done  under  them  :'* 
and  those  who  procure  them  to  be  made  must  be  held 

(n)  I  Uylne  j;  Kieen,  162. 

to 
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I8S4i        to  a  strict  observance  of  them.     The  verdict  is  not 

—^^       shewn  to  be  erroneous.    The  Railway  Company  were 

mtanmu        entitled  to  assume  that  the  whole  of  the  land  would  be 

the  West       taken  from  them  if  the  Navigation  Company  obtained 

ToftKiHim.     ^®  "gh^  ^  i^     '^^  notice  originally  given  by  the 

latter  was  of  an  intention  to  take  the  land,  and  not 

merely  to  make  a  tunnel. 

Sir  James  Scarlett^  F.  PcUoci^  Milnerj  Wightmafif 
and  P.  Heyvooodf  contrL  The  jury  had  no  right  to 
assess  any  sum  for  damages  in  this  case.  The  twentieth 
section  of  9  G.  4.  c.  xcviii.  empowers  juries  to  deter- 
mine only  what  shall  be  paid  for  purohase^money,  and 
for  damage  done,  and,  if  recurring  damages  shall  have 
been  occasioned  which  the  undertakers  cannot  remedy, 
to  give  a  sum  which  will  cover  such  damage^  Th^  are 
not  authorised  to  make  a  speculative  award  for  damage 
where  none  may  ever  happen;  but  if  a  particular 
damage  has  been  occasioned,  which  by  its  nature  is 
likely  to  produce  injury  from  time  to  time,  they  may  then 
give  reasonable  compensation ;  as,  for  instance,  if  a  drain 
has  been  obstructed,  by  reason  of  which  the  land  will  be 
overflowed  in  high  floods,  although  such  an  event  may 
not  happen  for  several  years.  Then,  supposing  the  jury 
to  have  done  wrong  in  this  respect,  what  is  the  remedy  ? 
Sect.  1  !?•  of  1  G.  4.  c.  xxxix.,  taking  away  the  certiorari, 
is  not  re-enacted  by  9  G.  4.  c.  xcviii.  5. 1.  That  section 
only  incorporates  the  powers  and  provisions  of  the 
former  statute  so  far  as  to  keep  in  force  the  clauses 
necessary  for  the  making,  completing,  and  preserving 
of  the  cuts,  railways,  and  other  works  contemplated  by 
the  new  act,  and  for  otherwise  carrying  the  purposes  of 
that  act  into  execution.   At  all  events,  a  certiorari  cannot 

be 
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be  taken  away  by  doubtful  words.    Rex  ▼.  Terret  (a),  and        1 834. 

Rex  V.  Abbott {b\  are  cases  similar  to  the  present,  in  which 

it  was  held  that  enactments  in  prior  statutes,  taking        agamu 

The  Justicta  of 

away  certiorari,  were  not  incorporated  in  subsequent       the  West 

acts  by  general  clauses  of  reference.    The  clause  in  the     YoftcraiEt. 

twentieth  section,  which  makes  the  verdict  and  judgment 

at  sessions  binding  and  conclusive  *'  against  all  bodies 

politic,  corporate,  or  collegiate,  and  all  other  persons 

whomsoever,*'  is  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  making 

such  decision  available  against  bodies,  and  individuals 

(as  infants,  femes  covert,  and  others),  who,  but  for  such 

a  provision,  would  not  have  been  bound,  but  not  to 

render  a  judgment  conclusive,  which  is  invalid  in  itself. 

If,  however,  the  certiorari  is  taken  away,  a  mandamus 

is  the  only  remedy,  and  ought  to  be  awarded,  for  the 

purpose  of  making  the  proceedings  conformable  to  law, 

if  the  clerk  of  the  peace  has  entered  a  verdict  which  is 

absurd  and   contrary  to  the  statute.     The  verdict,  if 

entered  up  in  the  original  words,  would  have  been  a 

nullity  as  to  the  future  damages :  the  defect  is  concealed 

by  the  mode  of  entry,  but  that  is  no  reason  that  the 

mandamus  should  not  go.     [Williams  J.   A  mandamus 

goes  to  set  an  inferior  jurisdiction  in  motion,  where  it  has 

refused  to  entertain  the  subject-matter  in  question,  but 

not  to  direct  them  as  to  doing  a  particular  thing,  which 

assumes  that  they  would  not  otherwise  do  it  according 

to  their  duty.     A  mandamus  goes  to  compel  overseers 

to  make  a  rate,  but  not  to  make  an  equal  rate-]     In  the 

case  alluded  to  {c\  if  an  unequal  rate  had  been  made, 

the  parties  aggrieved  would  have  had  a  further  remedy 

(a)  S  T.  R.  735.  (6)  2Dimg.  563.  note, 

(c)  See  IleM  t.  BarniiiMe,  1  Barnard.  K.  B.  137.  S.  C  Foley's  Law 
of  the  Poor  and  Cotes,  p.  96.  3d  cd. 

by 
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1834.  by  appeal.  Here  there  is  no  further  remedy.  And  the 
"  parties  making  this  application  do  not  call  upon  the  jus- 
againM  tices  to  exercise  a  judgment,  but  merely  to  do  a  minis- 
the  Wert  terial  act.  Suppose  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  102^,  and 
YoMciHiRi.  ^be  sessions  entered  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  SO/., 
the  parties  could  only  come  to  this  Court  for  a  remedy, 
and  the  case  would  be  like  the  present :  it  could  not  be 
said  that  the  Court  ought  not  to  interfere.  The  jury  here 
have  negatived  any  present  damage,  and  therefore  the 
words  of  9  G.  4.  c.  xcviii.  s.  20.,  <^  the  future  contmu- 
ance  of  any  recurring  damages  which  shall  have  been  so 
occasioned  as  aforesaid,"  are  totally  inapplicable,  and 
that  part  of  the  verdict  which  has  been  entered  up  as 
founded  upon  them  is  inconsistent  with  the  rest.  The 
verdict  should  have  been  entered  either  in  the  words 
used  by  the  jury,  or  according  to  their  legal  effect.  It 
was  not  necessary  here  that  the  supposed  damage 
should  have  been  assessed  prospectively,  for  it  is  clear 
from  9  G.  4.  c.  xcviii.  s.  26.,  that  parties  injured  may 
take  steps  for  obtaining  compensation  under  the  act  at 
any  time  when  damage  actually  accrues,  only  giving  the 
proper  notice.  [WiUiams  J.  Is  it  certain  that  a  sub- 
sequent session  would  have  jurisdiction  to  do  what  you 
now  require  ?]  They  would  have  power  over  their  own 
record,  at  least  under  the  order  of  this  Court;  or  if  it 
were  necessary,  this  Court  might,  perhaps,  remove  the 
objection  by  causing  continuances  to  be  entered.  It 
may,  however,  be  the  proper  course  that  the  mandamus 
should  go  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  whose  duty  it  is  to 
make  up  the  record. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.    The  first  question  i$,  whether  a 
certiorari  lies  in  this  case  ?    The  statute  1  G.  4.  c.  xxxix. 

has 
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has  a  clause  taking  it  away  in  the  strongest  and  most        1 834. 
general  terms.     [His  Lordship  here  read   the  117th 
section.]     Then  the  act  9  6.4.  c.xcviii.  s,  1.,  reciting        againu 

,  .  u   J.        „    ,_  .  .  TheJusUctiof 

the  previous  statute,  embodies  all  the  powers,  provisions,       the  West 
exemptions,  rules,  remedies,  regulations,  penalties,  for-     Yorximikk. 
feitures,  articles,  matters,  and  things  whatsoever,  therein 
contained.     It  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  provision  in 
section  117.  of  the  former  act  is  not  included  among  the 
<<  articles,  matters,  and  things ''  declared  to  be  in  force 
for  the  purposes  of  this.     Then,  can  we  supply  by 
mandamus  what  cannot  be  effected  by  certiorari  ?  When 
this  application   was   first  made,   the  amount  of  the 
damages,  and  the  manner  in  which  the  case  was  left  to 
the  jury  by  the  chairman,  made  the  Court  willing,  if  it 
had  been  in  their  power,  to  correct  the  proceeding  at 
sessions.     I  should  have  been  happy  if  we  could  have 
done  so.     But,  in  the  first  place,  looking  to  the  nature 
of  the  powers  vested  in  this  Court,  we  must  take  care 
that  we  do  not,  by  a  side-wind,  repeal  those  clauses  of 
the  acts  in  question  by  which  the  certiorari  is  taken 
away;  and  that,  in  my  opinion,  we  should  do,  if  we 
granted  a  mandamus  for  overhauling  the  proceedings  at 
sessions,  and,  in   efiect,  if  we  thought  them  wrong, 
quashing  them.     And  then  another  question  is,  if  the 
jury  have,  in  fact,  done  any  thing  which  we  could  say 
they  had  no  right  to  do.      Now  supposing  that  there  is 
an  item  which  they  have  improperly  taken  into  consider- 
ation, either  their  finding  as  to  that  must  be  regarded 
as  a  part  of  the  ground  upon  which  they  have  given 
tlieir  general  verdict,  and  therefore  as  inseparable  from 
that  verdict,  or  it  must  form  a  divisible  item.     IC^it  is  to 
be  looked  upon  as  merely  shewing  a  matter  improperly 
taken  into  account  by  the  jury,  and  which  has  bad  the 

effect 
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18S4.        effect  of  raising  the  amount  of  damages,  it  is  clear 


The  Kixro 


to  me  that  we  cannot  interpose:  we  may  be  sony  for 

ogamM        it;  but  the  jury  is  the  tribunal  to  which  these  parties 
TheJuttticMoT      ^  ^     -f  *^ 

the  West      are  referred  by  the  act  which  they  have   themselves 

YoftKSHiRB.     procured,  and  they  must  abide  by  its  decision.     I( 

on  the  other  hand,  the  opinion  which  the  jury  have 

expressed  as  to  this  item  is  to  be  considered   as  a 

dbtinct  part  of  their  verdict,  then,  assuming  it  to  be 

unwarranted  by  the  statute,  the  verdict,  so  far,  will  be 

a  nullity,  and  will  produce  no  consequence ;  it  will  be 

like  a  warrant  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction*     In  this 

view  of  the  case,  therefore,  there  can  be  no  necessity  for 

the  Court  to  interfere.     If  the  finding  as  to  prospective 

damage  be  a  nullity,  the  navigation  company  can  enter 

upon  the  land,  on  paying  the  6/.,  without  the  assistance 

of  the  Court;  if,  on  the  other  hand,  it  was  legal,  we  can 

have  no  authority. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  have  not  the  least  doubt  that  the 
certiorari  is  taken  away:  I  do  not  see  how  stronger 
words  could  have  been  used  than  are  found  in  9  G.  4. 
c.  xcviit.  s,  1.  Mr.  Dealtry  refers  us,  on  this  point,  to  a 
similar  case,  BexY.^F€ll{a).  To  grant  a  mandamus 
would  be  in  effect  compelling  the  justices  at  sessions  to 
do  what  we  have  no  right  to  do  here,  and  getting  rid, 
by  a  side  wind,  of  the  clauses  which  take  away  the  cer- 
tiorari. Independently  of  these  objections,  I  think  this 
Court  has  no  jurisdiction.  The  justices  at  sessions  are 
directed  to  give  judgment  for  such  purchase-money  as 
shall  be  assessed  by  the  jury.  What  right  have  we  to 
say  that  they  shall  give  judgment  according  to  what  is 

(a)  IB.^AdUZeO. 

termed 
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termed  the  legfil  effect  of  the  verdict?  They  must  give  1834. 
it  according  to  the  finding,  as  the  act  requires*  If  the  — — - 
assessment  of  future  damages  is  void,  as  to  which  I  give        agamu 

,      ^       ^  J  „.  The  Justices  of 

no  opinion,  it  can  be  treated  as  a  nullity*  the  West 


Riding  of 

ToBKfHIRI. 


Taumton  J*  I  am  of  the  same  opinion*  I  have  no 
doubt  that  the  certiorari  is  taken  away*  As  to  the 
objection  taken  to  the  entry  made  at  sessions,  if  there  is 
a  vice  in  the  proceedings,  it  appears  on  the  &ce  of  them, 
and  may  be  taken  advantage  of  hereafter  if  an  attempt 
is  made  to  enforce  the  full  compensation* 

Williams  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  I  wish 
that  the  prospective  finding  of  the  jury  may  prove  to  be  a 
nullity*  The  certiorari  is  taken  away  by  the  first  statute, 
and  continued  to  be  taken  away,  if  I  may  use  the  ex- 
pression, by  the  second*  If  we  granted  a  mandamus  to 
the  justices  it  would  be,  not  to  exercise  a  discretion,  but 
to  exercise  it  in  a  particular  manner.  And  no  sufficient 
authority  has  been  given  to  shew  that  one  set  of  jus- 
tices in  session  having  taken  upon  themselves  to  execute 
the  act,  others,  at  a  subsequent  session,  can  revoke  their 
proceeding* 

Lord  Demman  C*  J.,  and  Littledale  and  Taun- 
ton Js.,  desired  to  be  understood  as  not  deciding  whe- 
ther the  verdict  was  a  nullity  or  otherwise. 

Rule  discharged. 
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I8S4>. 

Ffuiay,  Ferguson  against  Sprang. 

Jb%30th. 


►O" 


On  denrarrer  T^ECL ARATION,  ill  debt,  Stated  that  by  indenture 
framed  on  %  between  defendant  and  plaintii]^  dated  23d  of  March 

b  L''te*ir.*'r'''  1833,  defendant,  in  consideration  of  200/.,  the  receipt 
JnllSirof  M?.  whereof,  and  that  the  same  was  in  full  for  the  purchase 
f*'^ur*^ri**"f  ^^  ^^^  annuity  or  clear  yearly  sum  of  20/.  therein  men- 
aoot,  the  Court  tioned,  defendant  thereby  acknowledged,  the  said  de- 
usurjr.  fendant  did  give,  grant,  bargain,  sell,  and  confirm  to 

plaintiiF,  his  executors,  &c.  for  the  term  of  sixty  years  to 
be  computed  from  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  indenture, 
one  annuity  or  clear  yearly  rent-charge  of  20/.  to  be 
charged  and  chargeable  upon,  and  issuing  and  payable 
out  of,  certain  messuages,  &c. ;  to  have,  hold,  receive, 
&c.  the  same  to  plaintiff,  his  executors,  &c«  thenceforth 
for  and  during  the  term  of  sixty  years,  by  even  half- 
yearly  payments  on,  &c.  in  every  year,  the  first  half- 
yearly  payment  to  be  made  on  the  19th  oi  February  next 
ensuing  the  date  of  the  indenture.  And  defendant,  for 
himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  8cc.,  did  covenant  to  plain- 
tiff, his  executors,  &c.  that  he,  defendant,  his  heirs,  &c. 
should  and  would  well  and  truly  pay  to  plaintifi^  his 
executors,  &c.  during  all  the  said  term  of  sixty  years, 
the  said  annuity  or  yearly  rent-charge  of  20/.  &c 
General  demurrer  and  joinder. 

A^Beckettj  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  This  con- 
tract, if  upheld,  will  give  the  plaintiff  more  than 
5  per  cent,  and  his  principal  by  the  end  of  the  sixty 
years.      In  Doe  dan.  Grimes  v.  Gooch  (a),  BayUy  J. 

(a)  3Af  ^&f.666. 

distin- 
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distinguished  between  annuities  for  life  and  annuities       1884. 

for  years;    and    speaking  of  the    latter    he    said, —      / 

**  There  is  no  case  in  which  such  an  annuity  has  been       agamtt 

Spramq* 

held  not  to  be  usurious,  where,  on  calculation,  it 
appeared  that  more  than  the  principal,  together  with 
legal  interest,  is  to  be  received."  In  Fereday  v.  Wight" 
mek{a\  Siw  John  Leach  M.  R.  held  such  an  annuity 
to  be  usurious.  In  some  earlier  cases,  indeed,  as  Tan' 
Jield  V.  Finch  (i),  a  contrary  doctrine  seems  to  have  pre- 
vailed. The  old  cases  are  collected  in  Comyn  on  Usury, 
part  i.  ch.  2.  sect.  5.  (c) ;  and  in  some  of  them  a  con- 
tract for  an  annual  payment  for  a  definite  time,  not  being 
expressly  upon  a  loan,  seems  to  have  been  considered 
necessarily  a  fair  purchase.  But  the  present  is,  in  fact, 
a  contract  to  repay  a  loan  of  200/.  by  120  instalments 
of  10/.  In  Holland  v.  Pelham{d\  Bayley  B.  said,  that 
to  make  the  transaction  in  question  not  a  loan,  the 
principal  should  be  in  hazard,  as  between  the  borrower 
and  lender.  That  cannot  be  pretended  here.  In  Murray 
V.  Harding  (f ),  De  Grey  C.  J.  said  that,  to  constitute 
an  usurious  contract,  there  must  be  a  loan,  and  illegal 
interest :  and  he  shewed  that  a  real  hazard  was  necessary 
to  prevent  the  transaction  from  being  a  loan.  Now  here 
the  principal  is  in  no  danger,  and  is  to  be  repaid  at  all 
events.  It  is  true  that  in  Doe  dem.  Grimes  v.  Gooch  {g) 
it  was  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  contract  wa& 
usurious;  but  there,  as  it  was  urged  in  argument,  the 
contract  was,  on  the  face  of  the  deeds,  a  fair  purchase : 
here  the  objection  is  on  the  face  of  the  indenture  set 
forth  in  the  declaration ;  and,  therefore,  the  question  is 
properly  raised  by  demurrer. 

(•)  1  Rittf.  i  M,  50.         {h)  Cn.  JSttr.  S7.  SLC.  I  And.  121.,  pi.  IS9. 
(c)  Fsge  42.,  &C.  (d)  lCr>i  J'  580. 

(e)  S  W.  J3L  8^3.  (g)  SB.f  Aid.  664. 

Vol.  L  Qq  Plati 


Sprano. 


578  CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 

I8S4.  Plaie  contriL    This  is  not  a  loan.    In  Doe  dm. 
Grimes  v.  Gooch  (a),  it  was  found  by  the  jury  that  the 

FiBOirsotf 

against  Contract  was  substantially  a  loan.  [TaunUm  J.  I  have 
always  understood  the  distincticm  to  be  between  trans- 
actions in  which  the  principal  was  risked,  and  those  in 
which  it  was  not  risked;  how  is  it  risked  her^?]  The 
existence  of  risk  certainly  is  one  circumstance  from 
which  the  non-usurious  nature  of  the  contract  may  be 
inferred;  but  the  converse  is  not  necessarily  true.  It 
must  be  admitted  that  there  is  no  risk  in  tlie  pre- 
sent case.  But,  on  the  record,  nothing  appears  be- 
sides a  purchase  of  sums  to  be  paid  annually.  There 
is  no  legislative  provision  making  such  an  annuity 
usurious.  The  defendant,  at  the  most,  ought  to  have 
pleaded  that  the  grant  was  usurious,  as  a  fact  to  go  to 
a  jury.  Even  a  plea,  that  in  consideration  of  a  payment 
of  ^00/.  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  grant  20/.  per 
annum  for  sixty  years,  would  be  bad,  for  want  of  a 
positive  averment  of  usury. 

j£ Beckett  in  reply.  In  Marsh  v.  Martindale  {b),  a 
contract  was  held  to  be  usurious,  where  the  jury  found 
the  lacts  of  the  transaction,  and  negatived  a  knowledge 
of  the  illegality  by  the  plaintiff;  and  Lord  AlvanUy  C.  J., 
in  his  judgment,  refers  to  an  opinion  o[  Eyre  C.  J.,  that 
the  mere  length  of  the  date  of  a  bill  afforded  a  pre- 
sumption that  it  was  a  cover  for  a  loan.  In  Fereday  v. 
Wightwick  (^),  it  was  sworn  that  the  contract  was  for 
an  annuity;  and  yet  the  transaction  was  held  by  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  to  be  usurious. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  question  is,  whether  there 
ought  to  be  a  plea  averring  usury,  so  that  the  Court 

{a)  3  A  4f  AlU  664.       (6)  5  J?.  *  P.  154.       (c)  1  Buu,  ^M.SO. 

should 
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should  be  bound  to  notice  the  fact     The  Master  of  the        18S4. 

Roils  unites  the  functions  of  judffe  and  jury:    but      _ 

we  cannot  assist  an  equivocal  state  of  &cts.    It  appears        agoinu 

-  ,  .  .  ,  n  /.   .  SpRAKO. 

to  roe  that  the  transactKXi  is  not,  on  the  face  of  it, 
necessarily  void.  Instalments  are  made  payable  for  a 
long  course  of  years,  and  interest  will  be  due  on  all  that 
remains  unpaid.  The  e£Pect  of  this  is  a  matter  of  calcu- 
lation, upon  which  the  opinion  of  a  jury  should  be 
taken.  If  they  were  to  find  the  transaction  to  be 
merely  a  cloak  and  device  for  usury,  it  would  be  bad ; 
but  it  would  be  otherwise  if  they  said,  looking  to  the 
value  of  the  annuity  granted,  that  the  transaction  was 
a  bon&  fide  contract  for  an  annuity.  The  Court  cannot 
determine  this. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  do  not  Say  what  a  jury  might  find, 
if  issue  were  joined  on  a  plea  of  usury.  Bat  we  cannot 
say  that  the  deed  is,  on  the  face  of  it,  usurious.  It  is 
dear  that  the  plaintiff,  as  he  does  not  receive  back  his 
principal,  is  entitled  to  more  than  five  per  cent,  per 
annum.  In  a  certain  number  of  years  that,  as  fixed  by 
the  present  agreement,  may  amount  to  more  than  the 
principal  with  five  per  cent.  But  we  cannot  take  judicial 
notice  that  the  money  ultimately  received  will  exceed 
the  principal  and  legal  interest. 

Tauntok  J.  For  a  long  time,  the  impression  on 
my  mind  was  the  reverse  of  my  present  opinion.  I 
accede  to  the  suggestion  of  my  brother  Littledale.  The 
purchase  money  is  parted  with.  At  the  end  of  the 
sixty  years,  there  is  an  end  of  both  purchase  money 
and  interest.  The  creditor  is  therefore  entitled  to  re- 
ceive more  than  what  would  be  legal  interest  on  a  loan 
Qq  2  of 


FiRousoy 
agaimt 
Spkamc. 
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of  so  much.  The  objection  is  that,  in  the  sixty  years, 
this  payment  of  20/.  would  produce  more  than  the  prin- 
cipal and  interest  But  the  Court  cannot  judicially 
calculate  the  excess ;  it  is  matter  for  a  jury. 


Williams  J.  concurred. 


Judgment  for  the  plainUff. 


May  30tfa. 

A  person  \o 
whom  the  copy- 
right of  a 
dnunatic  piece 
has  been  as- 
signed, pre- 
Tiouily  to,  and 
within  ten  years 
of.  the  passing 
sUt.  3  & 
4  fT.  4.  c.  15. 
(10th  June 
1833),  is  an 
assignee  within 
that  clause  of 
the  act  which 
gires  to  the 
author's  as- 
signee, in  the 
case  of  a  dra- 
matic work 
published 
within  ten 
years,  the  sole 
liberty  of  re- 
presenting it. 


Cumberland  against  Planch£ 

A  CTION  upon  the  case.     Issue  having  been  joined, 

an  order  was  made  by  Parke  J.,  under  stat.  S  and 

4  W.  4.  c.  4j2.  s.  25.  by  consent  of  the  parties,  that  the 

facts  should  be  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  in  a 

special  case;  which  was  as  follows:  — 

The  plaintiff  is  a  bookseller  and  publisher  in  London. 
The  defendant  is  the  author  of  a  farce,  called  the  Green- 
eyed  Monster^  composed,  printed,  and  published  within 
ten  years  before  the  passing  of  the  act  S  &  4  JT.  4?. 
c.  15.  iroyal  assent,  10th  June  183S),  entitled  "  An  act  to 
amend  the  laws  relating  to  dramatic  literary  property.*' (fl) 

On 

(a)  The  first  section  of  the  act  is  as  follows :  —  "  Whereas,  by  an  act 
passed  in  the  fifty-fourth  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King 
George  the  Third,  intituled.  An  act  to  aniend  the  several  acts  far  tke 
encouragement  of  learning,  by  securing  the  copies  and  copyright  if 
printed  books  to  the  authors  of  such  books,  or  their  assigns,  it  was 
amongst  other  things  provided  and  enacted,  that  from  and  after  tbe  pasa- 
ing  the  said  act,  the  author  of  any  book  or  books  composed,  and  not  printed 
or  published,  or  which  should  thereafter  be  composed  and  printed  and  pub- 
lished, and  his  assignee  or  assigns,  should  have  the  sole  liberty  of  printing 
and  reprinting  such  book  or  books  for  the  full  term  of  twenty-eight  years, 
to  commence  from  the  day  of  first  publishing  the  same,  and  also,  if  tbe 
author  should  be  living  at  the  end  of  that  period,  for  the  residue  of  his 
natuiml  life :  And  whereas  it  it  expedient  to  extend  the  provisions  of  tbe 

said 
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On  tbe  1st  of  November  1828  the  defendant,  by  an        18S4. 
instrument  under  seal  (a  copy  of  which  was  annexed  to 
this  case),  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  for  a  valuable  con-       h^^ 
sideration  all  his  right,  title,  and  interest  whatsoever  in 
tbe  copyright  of  the  said  farce. 

Previously  to  that  assignment,  the  defendant  duly 
granted  to  the  proprietors  of  the  Haymarket  Theatre 
for  a  valuable  consideration  the  right  of  representing 
the  said  farce  at  that  theatre,  and  the  same  had  been 


sud  act;  be  it  therefore  enacted  bj,  &c»  That  from  and  after  the  paacing 
of  this  act  the  author  of  any  tragedy,  comedy,  play,  opera,  farce,  or  any 
other  dramatic  piece  or  entertainment,  composed,  and  not  printed  and 
pnblished  by  the  author  thereof  or  his  assignee,  or  which  hereafter  shall 
be  composed,  and  not  printed  or  published  by  the  author  thereof  or  his 
assignee,  or  the  assignee  of  such  author,  shall  have  as  his  own  property 
tha  sole  liberty  of  representing,  or  causing  to  be  represented,  at  any  place 
or  places  of  dramatic  entertainment  whatsoever,  in  any  part  of  the  tJnited 
Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  in  the  Isles  of  Man,  Jeraey,  and 
Gutmtey,  or  in  any  part  of  the  British  dominions,  any  such  production 
as  aforesaid,  not  printed  and  published  by  the  author  thereof  or  his  as* 
,  sgnee,  and  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  the  proprietor  thereof;  and 
that  the  author  of  any  such  production,  printed  and  published  within  ten 
yean  before  the  passing  of  this  act  by  the  author  thereof  or  his  assignee, 
or  which  shall  hereafter  be  so  printed  and  published,  or  the  auignee  of 
suck  author,  shall,  from  the  time  of  passing  this  act,  or  ftom  the  time  of 
such  publication  respectively^  until  the  end  of  twenty-eight  years  from  the 
day  of  such  first  publication  of  the  same,  and  also,  if  the  author  or 
authors,  or  the  survivor  of  the  authors,  shall  be  liring  at  the  end  of  that 
period,  during  the  residue  of  his  natural  life,  have  as  bis  own  property  the 
sole  liberty  of  representing,  or  causing  to  be  represented,  the  same  at  any 
such  place  of  dramatic  entertainment  as  aforesaid,  and  shall  be  deemed 
and  taken  to  be  the  projtrietor  thereof:  Pn>vided  nevertheless,  that  nothing 
in  this  act  contained  shall  prejudice,  alter,  or  affect  the  right  or  authority 
of  any  person  to  represent  or  cause  to  be  represented,  at  any  place  or 
places  of  dramatic  entertainment  whatsoever,  any  such  production  as 
aforesaid,  in  All  cases  in  which  the  author  thereof  or  his  assignee  shalli 
previously  to  the  passing  of  this  act,  have  given  his  consent  to  or 
authorised  such  representation,  but  that  such  sole  h'berty  of  the  author  or 
his  assignee  shall  be  subject  to  such  right  or  authority.*' 

Q  q  3  frequently 
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18S4.       frequently  represented  and  performed  there,  a  inanu- 
"  script  copy  of  the  said  farce  having  been  delivered  by 

agomM        the  defendant  to  the  said  proprietors  for  that  purpose; 

Planchk.  "^     "^ 

which  circumstances  were  known  to  the  plaintiff  before 
he  contracted  with  the  /defendant  for  the  purchase  of 
the  said  copyright.  But  the  defendant,  after  granting 
the  right  of  representation  at  the  Haymarket  JTieatre^ 
still  possessed  the  right  of  representing  or  authorising 
the  representation  of  the  farce  at  any  other  theatre  at 
his  pleasure. 

After  the  passing  of  the  act  above-mentioned  (and 
within  twelve  months  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit),  the  defendant,  claiming  to  be  the  person  entitled 
by  virtue  of  the  act,  without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff, 
caused  tlie  said  farce  to  be  represented  for  profit  at  a 
place  of  dramatic  entertainment  in  England  other  than 
the  Hajftnarlcet  Theatre* 

The  plaintiff  admitted  that,  before  the  passing  of  the 
said  act,  printed  dramatic  copyright  pieces  were  con- 
stantly represented  at  different  theatres  without  the 
consent  of  any  person,  and  the  consent  of  the  assignee 
of  the  copyright  of  such  dramatic  pieces  was  not  ne- 
cessary, and  was  not  given  or  required,  to  the  repre- 
sentation ;  and  pieces  performed  and  not  printed  were 
sometimes  surreptitiously  obtained  for  the  purpose  of 
representation  at  theatre^  and  represented  without  con- 
sent, in  the  country,  but  not  in  London  or  within  ten 
miles  thereof. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the   Court  was, 

whether  the  plauitiff,  by  virtue  of  the  said  assignment, 

was  the  assignee  of  the  author  within  the  meaning  of  the 

act,  and  entitled  to  the  liberty  of  representmg  the  said 

^  farce  at  places  of  dramatic  entertainment,  subject  to 

the 


Plamchx. 


IN  THE  Fourth  Yeab  of  WILLIAM  IV.  583 

the  right  or  authority  of  the  proprietors  of  the  Hay-        18S4. 
market  Theatre  to  represcDt  the  farce  there.     If  the 

CUMBIHLAKB 

Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  such      J^*^*^, 
assignee^  it  was  agreed  that  judgment  should  be  entered 
for  the  plaintiff  for  one  shilling  damages;   but  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  a  nolle  prosequi 
was  to  be  entered. 

The  assignment,  of  which  the  copy  was  annexed  to 
the  case,  was  of  all  the  author's  right,  &c.  in  the  copy- 
right of  the  farce^  and  of  an  opera,  with  the  songs  and 
printed  stock  thereof,  and  of  all  and  every  the  defend- 
ant's right,  title^  and  interest  whatsoever  in  the  copy- 
rights of  another  farce,  and  another  dramatic  piece,  *^  to 
have  and  to  hold  the  aforesaid  four  capyrights  to  the 
said  John  Cumberland^  his  executors,  &c.  as  his  and 
their  absolute  property." 

jF.  Pollock  for  the  plaintiff.  There  are  two  questions 
in  this  case :  first,  whether  the  assignee  of  the  author 
have  the  same  rights  as  the  author  himself  would  have 
had;  secondly,  whether  the  author  could  have  prevented 
the  representation  of  the  piece  at  any  other  than  the /fay- 
market  Theatre.  The  first  section  of  stat.  3  &  4  fT.  4. 
c.  15.  gives  to  the  author,  or  his  assignee,  the  sole  right 
of  representation,  subject  to  any  permission  given  by  the 
author,  or  his  assignee,  previously  to  the  passing  of  the 
act  In  the  present  case,  therefore,  the  author  or  his 
assignee  had  the  sole  right  of  representation,  subject  to 
the  permission  granted  to  the  Hcymarket  Theatre.  Then 
is  the  plaintiff  the  author's  assignee,  in  the  sense  in  which 
the  word  is  used  in  the  statute  ?  The  first  section  recites 
Stat  54  G.  3.  c.  156. 5. 4^,  and,  in  the  part  recited,  assignee 
must  mean  assignee  of  the  copyright,  for,  at  the  time  of 
Q  q  4  passing 
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1884.       passing  the  act  of  54  G.  3.,  there  was  nothing  else  to 
"*'"*        assim.     Now  the  first  section  of  stat.  3  &  4  fT.  4.  c.  15. 

CUMBIRLAMD  ° 

agamtt       must  usc  the  word  *^  assignee,"  in  the  enacting  part,  in 

Flavchx* 

the  same  sense  in  which  it  is  used  in  the  recited  part  of 
the  former  act.  The  plaintiff  is  therefore  the  assignee 
spoken  of  in  the  enactment  of  the  latter  statute.  In  Cci" 
man  v.  Wath€n(a\  it  was  held  that  a  dramatic  repre- 
sentation was  not  a  publication  within  stat.  8  Ann.  c.  19.; 
and  in  Murray  v.  EUiston  (i),  the  representation  of  a 
play  previously  published  by  the  author,  was  held  to  be 
no  cause  of  action.  Therefore,  "  assignee,"  at  the  dme 
of  passing  stat.  3  8c  4  ff^  4.  c.l5.  could  mean  only  the 
assignee  of  the  right  of  publishing.  That  statute  also 
expressly  includes  productions  published  within  ten 
years  before  the  passing  of  the  act,  by  the  author  or 
his  assignee:  but  such  assignee  could  be  assignee  of  no 
more  than  the  copyright.  The  defendant  would  now 
have  had  the  right  of  restraining  every  one  from  repre- 
senting the  piece,  had  he  not  made  the  assignment,  or 
given  the  permission:  his  assignee  must  stand  in  the 
same  situation,  subject  to  the  permission,  which  gives  a 
right  expressly  protected  by  the  act.  The  statute  mani- 
festly gives  the  same  rights  to  author  and  assignee. 

Sir  James  Scarlett  for  the  defendant.  The  intention 
of  the  late  act  was  to  confer  a  new  privilege  upon  the 
Author.  That  privilege  cannot  have  been  assigned  away 
by  the  author  before  he  possessed  it.  The  plaintiff  pur- 
chased merely  what  the  copyright  then  carried  with  it; 
and,  after  the  assignment,  down  to  the  time  of  the  act 
passing,  the  defendant  had  as  much  right  to  represent  the 

(a)  5  r.  R.  S45.  (&)  SB,i  Jld.  657. 

piece 
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piece  as  the  assignee,  or  any  other  person.  Then  the  act 
conferred  a  new  privilege,  which  the  assignee  of  the  old 
privilege  claims  for  himself.  The  stat.  8  Ann.  ^.  19.  5. 1. 
gave  fourteen  years'  exclusive  liberty  of  printing  and 
publishing  to  the  author  of  books  thereafter  to  be  pub- 
lished, or  his  assignees;  the  stat.  41  G.  S.  c.  107.  s.  1. 
gave  another  fourteen  years  to  the  author,  if  he  should 
outlive  the  first  fourteen  years :  then  stat.  54  G.  3« 
c.  156.  5. 4.  (a)  extended  the  privilege  of  the  author  and 
his  assigns  to  twenty-eight  years  absolutely,  and  also,  if 
the  author  outlived  that  period,  to  the  remainder  of  the 
author's  life.  But  in  the  case  of  books  already  pub- 
lished, the  last-mentioned  act,  by  the  eighth  section  {b\ 
gave  the  benefit  of  the  extension  of  copyright  to  the 
authors  of  such  books,  and  not  to  the  assignees.  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  menlioned  Brooke  v.  Clarke  (c),  and  White 
V.  Geroch  (i)].  The  general  object  of  the  stat.  S  & 
4  ^.4.  c.  15.  was  to  encourage  genius;  and  therefore 
the  new  privilege  must  have  been  meant  to  be  conferred 


1834. 


CUMXXRLAMA 

agmnti 
Plavcha 


(a)  See  recital  in  stat.  3  &  4  KT.  4.  c.  15.  «.  I.  ante,  p.  580.  note  (a}. 

(6)  The  eighth  lection  is  as  follows :  —  *'  And  whereas  it  is  reasenable 
that  authors  of  books  already  published,  and  who  are  now  Uring,  should 
also  have  the  benefit  of  the  extension  of  copyright ;  Be  it  further  enacted. 
That  if  the  author  of  any  book  or  books  which  shaU  not  have  been  pub- 
lished fourteen  yean  at  the  time  of  passing  this  act  shall  be  living  at  the 
said  time,  and  if  such  author  shaU  afterwards  die  before  the  expiration  of 
the  said  fourteen  years,  then  the  personal  representative  of  the  said  author, 
and  the  assignee  or  assigns  of  such  personal  representative,  shall  have  the 
sole  right  of  printing  and  publishing  the  said  book  or  books  for  the  further 
term  of  fourteen  years  after  the  expiration  of  the  first  fourteen  years : 
provided  that  nothing  in  this  act  contained  shall  afiect  the  right  of  the 
assignee  or  assigns  of  such  author  to  seU  any  copies  of  the  said  book  or 
books  which  shaU  have  been  printed  by  such  assignee  or  assigns  within  the 
first  fourteen  years,  or  the  terms  of  any  contract  between  such  author  and 
such  assignee  or  assigns.*' 

(cj  1  B.  i  Aid.  S96.  {d)%if4i  Aid.  898. 


on 
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1884.  on  the  author.  In  the  statutes  8  jinn.  c.  19.  and 
""~^  54  G.  3.  c.  156.  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  word  assignee 
agamn        must  denote  the  assignee  of  the  rights  which  those 

statutes  respectively  created ;  the  present  act  should  be 

interpreted  in  the  same  way. 

F.  PoOoek  in  reply.  The  inference  from  the  intro- 
duction of  the  eighth  section  into  the  54  G.  3.  c.  156.  is 
in  &vour  of  the  plaintiff;  for  it  shews  the  legislature  to 
have  considered  that  the  author  of  a  work  previously 
publbhed  would  not  have  the  extended  right  without  a 
specific  enactment;  and  that,  otherwise,  the  assignees 
would  have  taken  it  as  the  assignees  of  a  work  printed 
and  published  before  the  passing  of  that  act  If  a 
copyright  were  assigned  since  the  late  act,  without  any 
reservation,  it  would  carry  with  it  the  right  of  repre- 
sentation. The  general  object  of  the  statute  3  &  4-  fFi  4. 
r.  15.  was  to  protect  literary  property. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  the 
plaintiff  is  the  assignee  spoken  of  in  the  late  act.  In 
the  early  part  of  the  act,  this  is  the  kind  of  assignee 
spoken  of;  for  it  is  the  only  kind  there  could  then  be. 
Had  such  an  extension  of  the  principle  been  contem- 
plated as  that  for  which  the  defendant  contends,  the 
parties  might  have  made  a  distinction ;  but  the  assignee 
here  takes  the  whole  right  of  the  author.  And  in  the 
run  of  the  ten  years,  this  will  not  injure  authors ;  for 
they  will  sell  for  a  price  including  the  new  privilege. 
The  interest  of  the  author  is  certainly  that  which  is 
principally  regarded  in  the  statute;  but  we  canno^ stretch 
the  meanings  so  as  to  put  different  interpretations  upon 
the  word  <<  assignee"  in  different  parts  of  the  statute. 

Little- 
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LiTTLEDALE  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.      The        1834. 
assignee  of  whom  the  act  speaks,  is  the  assimee  of  the    ^ 

®   ^  r  -»  ©  COMBIELAKI) 

copyright, — a  person  already  recognized  by  the  law.        agamu 

Flavoiix* 

By  the  words  **  not  printed  or  published  by  the  author 
thereof  or  his  assignee,**  the  assignee  of  the  copyright 
must  be  meant.  So  again,  in  the  words  ^*  the  author  of 
any  such  production,  printed  and  published  within  ten 
years  before  the  passing  of  this  act  by  the  author  thereof 
or  his  assignee,*'  the  meaning  must  be  the  same.  We 
cannot,  therefore,  say  that  **  assignee"  means  the 
assignee  of  the  privilege  created  by  the  act.  The 
author  may,  perhaps,  lose  some  privileges  by  this  con- 
struction; but  it  seems  to  me  that  the  legislature  in- 
tended to  give  the  right  of  representation  to  the  person 
entitled  to  the  copyright 

Taunton  J.  concurred. 

Williams  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  We  have 
a  determinate  meaning  necessarily  given  to  the  word  in 
the  early  part  of  the  act. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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18S4. 

jWfly,  ^  William  Hamblyn  Davies,  an  Infant,  by  John 
Daties,  his  Father  and  next  Friend,  against 
Mary  Williams,  Widow,  Jane  Williams, 
Spinster,  John  Williams,  George  Williams, 
Louis  Barree,  and  Elizabeth,  his  Wife,  for- 
merly Elizabeth  Williams,  Spinster,  and 
Sarah  Williams,  Spinster,  an  Infant. 


Ma^SOlh. 


^.settled 
landi,  of  which 


HTHE  Vice-chancellor  sent  the  following  case  for  the 

he  WM  leised  opinion  of  this  Court :  — 

in  fee,  to  tuch 

utct  at  be  Michael  WilliamSf  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  messuage 

by^deedor^lU  and  hereditaments  next  mentioned,  by  indentures  of 
^oppoinunent,  ^^^^  ^"d  release,  bearing  date  respectively  the  2Sd  and 
Wi^lf  foHife,  2**  ^^y*  ^^  AfarcA  1800,  the  release  being  made 
with  rexDuoder  between  the  said  Michael  Williams  of  the  first  part, 

OTer.     After*  *^      ^ 

wards  A.  de-     John  Williams  Mansfield  of  the  second  part,  and  Samuel 

vuitd  all  hif  -^  '^ 

real  estate*  Bcnnet  of  the  third  part,  in  consideration  of  the  natural 

wheresoever,  love  and  affection  which  he  the  said  Michael  Williams 

estate,  right,  had  to  Thomas  Williams  and  Maty  Davies^  then  Mary 

terwt^tiierdD,  Wit^iams^  his  children  by  Mary  his  late  wife  deceased, 

ho?d*premu!«  *"^  ^^^  portioning  and  making  a  provision  for  them  in 

wh.too«ter,to  the  lifetime  of  the   said   Michael   WiUiams,  and   for 

which  he  might 

be  at  the  time  settling,  conveying,  and  assuring  of  the  capital  messuage 
•ntitied,  and      or  dwelling-house,   garden  and  premises  thereinafter 

all  his  houses  .         ,         .  •       •  •  •, 

holdfurni.  mentioned,  with  the  appurtenances,  to  the  uses,  and 
&c!\t^daU '  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  for  the 
andperaonal      nominal  Consideration  therein  mentioned,  granted  and 

estate  what- 
soever and 

wheresoevfeir^  upon  certain  tnisto.  At  the  time  of  making  the  will,  and  also  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  A.  was  seised  in  fee  of  lands  besides  those  subject  to  the  power :  Held,  that 
the  devise  was  not  a  good  eiecution  of  the  power. 

released 
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released  unto  the  said  John  Williams  Mansfield^  and  to  18S4. 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  aU  that  capital  messuage  or  r 
dwelling-house  and  garden  (here  followed  the  description  a^fOMti 
of  the  parcels):  to  hold  the  same  premises  and  the 
appurtenances  unto  the  said  John  Williams  Manffield, 
his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  to  the  use  of  the  said 
SamudBenneij  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
for  the  term  of  500  years  thenceforth  next  ensuing, 
upon  certain  trusts  thereinafter  declared,  which  were 
for  raising  the  sum  of  400/.  to  be  paid  to  the. said 
Thomas  Williams  and  Mary  DavieSj  then  Maty  Williams^ 
at  the  time  therein  mentioned,  and  which  said  sum  has 
since  been  paid  off  and  discharged,  and  the  said  term  of 
500  years  duly  surrendered;  and  from  and  after  the 
expiration  or  other  sooner  determination  of  the  said 
term  of  500  years,  and  in  the  mean  time  subject  thereto, 
the  said  messuage  and  premises  were,  by  the  now  stating 
indenture  of  release,  limited  to  the  use  of  such  person  or 
persons,  and  for  such  estate  and  estates,  either  absolutely 
or  conditionally,  and  upon  such  trusts,  and  for  such 
intents  and  purposes,  and  under  and  subject  to  such 
powers^  provisoes,  conditions,  and  limitations,  and  with 
such  remainders  over,  and  subject  to  such  charges  or 
sums  of  money,  as  he  the  said  Michael  Williams^  at  any 
time  or  times  thereafter  during  his  natural  life,  by  any 
deed  or  deeds,  writing  or  writings,  to  be  by  him  sealed 
and  delivered  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested  by,  two  or 
more  credible  witnesses,  or  by  his  last  will  and  testa- 
ment in  writing,  or  any  writing  purporting  to  be  his  last 
will  and  testament,  to  be  by  him  signed,  sealed,  pub- 
lished, and  declared  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested  by, 
three  or  more  credible  witnesses,  or  by  any  codicil  or 
codicils  thereunto  annexed  or  declared  part  of  the  same, 

should 
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1834.       should  direct,  limits  appoint,  dense,  give,  or  dispose; 

r  and  in  default  of  such  direction,  limitation,  appointment, 

devisei  gift,  or  disposition,  and  as  to  such  part  or  parts 
of  the  said  premises  whereof  no  such  direction,  limit- 
ation, appointment,  devise,  gift,  or  disposition  diould  be 
made,  and  until  such  direction,  &c.  (if  any  should  be 
made)  should  take  effect,  and,  in  case  any  such  should 
be  made,  when  and  so  soon  as  the  several  uses,  trusts, 
estates,  and  interests  thereby  directed,  &c.  should 
respectively  end  and  determine,  to  the  use  of  the  said 
Mkkad  WilUams  for  his  life;  and  after  his  decease  to 
the  use  of  the  said  Thomas  Williams  and  Mary  Danes, 
then  Maty  WilUams,  as  tenants  in  eommoa  in  tail,  vrith 
cross-remainders  between  them  in  tail;  remainder  to 
the  use  of  the  said  Michael  WUliams,  his  heirs  and  as- 
signs for  ever. 

The  said  Thomas  Williams  died  in  Febntaty  1811, 
and  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Micheul  Williamsy  without 
issue,  leaving  the  said  Mary  Davies,  then  WilliamSf 
surviving  him,  and  no  recovery  was  suflered  by  the  said 
Thomas  Williams  of  the  hereditaments  comprised  in  the 
said  indenture  of  release. 

After  the  date  and  execution  of  the  said  indenture  of 
release,  the  said  Michael  Williams  intermarried  with  the 
defendant  Maty  Williams^  by  whom  he  had  five  chil- 
dren; namely,  the  defendants  Jane  Williams,  John  Wil- 
liams, George  Williams,  Elizabeth  Barree,  and  Sarah 
Williams;  and,  on  the  8th  of  January  1818,  the  said 
MuAael  Williams  made  his  last  will  and  testament  in 
writing,  which  was  signed,  sealed,  published,  and  de- 
clared by  him  in  the  presence  of,  and  was  attested  by, 
three  witnesses.  And  the  said  will,  so  far  as  it  relates 
to  real  estates,  is  in  the  words  following: — '*  I  give, 

devise. 
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devise^  and  bequeath  all  my  real  estate  whatsoever  1834. 
and  wheresoever,  of  or  to  which  I  or  any  person  or 
persons  in  trust  for  me  am,  or  is,  or  are  seised 
or  entitled  for  any  estate  of  freehold  or  inheritance 
in  possession,  reversion,  remainder,  or  expectancy, 
with  their  and  every  of  the  appurtenances  thereto 
belonging,  and  all  my  estate,  right,  tide^  and  interest 
therein,  and  also  all  leasehold  premises  whatsoever  of  or 
to  which  I,  or  any  person  or  persons  in  trust  for  me, 
am,  or  is,  or  are,  or  shall,  or  may  be  at  the  time  of  my 
decease,  seised,  possessed,  or  entitled,  for  any  term  or 
terms  of  lives,  or  years,  or  years  determinable  on  lives, 
with  their  appurtenances,  and  all  my  estate  and  interest 
therein,  or  which  I  may  have  therein  at  the  time  of  my 
decease,  and  ako  all  my  household  furniture,  plate^  linen, 
and  china,  stock  in  trade,  book  debts,  sum  and  sums 
of  money  and  securities  for  money,  and  all  other  my 
real  and  personal  estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever, 
unto  John  Bofdand^  Thomas  Bawerij  and  Richard 
Craggy  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs, to  have  and  to  hold,  receive,  and  take  all  and 
singular  the  said  real  and  personal  estates  and  effects 
hereinbefore  devised  and  bequeathed,  unto,  and  to  the 
use  of,  and  by  them,  the  said  J.  &,  T.  J3.,  and  K.  C, 
their  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  according  to  the  di0erent 
natures,  tenure^  and  legal  qualities  thereof  respectively ; 
but,  nevertheless,  upon  the  trusts,  and  for  the  purposes 
hereafter  declared  of  and  concerning  the  same." 

After  declaring  the  trusts  of  the  testator's  personal 
estate  which  were  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendants,  Mary 
Williams,  and  the  testator's  children  by  her,  the  will  pro- 
ceeded to  direct;  *'  And  as  to,  and  for,  and  concerning 

all 
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1 834.       all  and  singalar  my  real  estate  hereby  devised,  it  is  my  will 
^  that  the  said  trustees  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of 

Datiss 

^gpmtt  them,  and  his  heirs,  do  and  shall  pay,  apply,  and  dispose 
of  the  net  yearly  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  into 
the  hands  of  my  said  dear  wife,  or  as  she  shall  by  note 
in  writing  direct,  or  otherwise  permit  or  authorise  her 
to  receive,  take,  and  retain  the  same,  without  account 
or  controul,  so  long  and  during  such  time  as  she  shall 
continue  my  widow  and  unmarried,  for  the  purposes 
hereinbefore  directed  as  to  the  dividends,  interest,  and 
proceeds  of  my  said  personal  estate;  but  in  case  my 
said  dear  wife  shall  marry  a  second  husband,  then, 
from  and  immediately  after  such  second  marriage,  that 
the  saici  trustees  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them, 
and  his  heirs,  do,  and  shall  pay,  apply,  and  dispose 
of  one  equal  third  part  only  of  such  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  of  my  said  real  estates  into  the  hands  of  my  said 
wife,  or  as  she  shall  by  note  in  writing  direct  for  the 
then  residue  of  her  natural  life,  in  lieu,  bar,  or  satis- 
faction of  all  such  dower,  thirds,  and  widow's  estate, 
as  she  shall  or  may  be  entitled  to,  of  and  in  all  or  any 
of  my  real  estate  which  I  have  been,  am,  or  shall,  or 
may  be  seized,  possessed,  or  entitled  to,  and  whereto 
dower,  thirds,  or  widow's  estate  is  incident ;  and  do  and 
shall  lay  out  and  invest  the  remaining  or  other  two 
third  parts  of  the  said  rents,  issues,  and  profits  in 
government  or  real  security  at  interest,  for  the  use 
and  benefit  of  my  said  children  in  the  manner  herein- 
before directed  as  to  my  personal  estate;  and  fix)m 
and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  my  said  wife,  I 
will  and  direct  that  the  said  trustees,  and  the  survivors 
and  survivor  of  them,  and  his  heirs,  shall  stand  and 

be 
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be  seised  and  possessed  of  my  said  real  estate,  to  and       1834. 
for  the  use  of  my  said  children  now  living*  and  herein-       "T 
before  named  (beini?  the  testator's  said  children   by       agakut 

WlLLUMS. 

his  second  wife,  the  defendant  Mary  Williams) ;  and  all 
and  every,  if  any  other,  my  child  or  children  by  my 
said  wife  hereafter  to  be  born,  share  and  share  alike^ 
as  tenants  in  common,  and  their  several  and  respective 
heirs,  and  with  such  or  the  like  benefit  of  survivor- 
ship, and  under  and  subject  to  such  or  the  like  trusts, 
powers,  provisions,  conditions,  and  declarations,  as 
herein-before  declared  and  contained  as  to  my  per- 
sonal estate,  or  as  near  thereto  as  the  different  natures 
of  the  said  estates  will  admit  of."  The  case  then  set 
out  powers  of  leasing  by  the  trustees,  and  provisoes 
for  making  their  receipts  sufficient  discharges,  for 
changing  trustees,  for  the  trustees  not  being  made 
chargeable  except  for  monies  actually  received,  or  for 
wilful  neglect,  for  their  reimbursement  of  necessary 
expences,  a  nomination  of  guardians  to  the  children 
of  the  second  marriage,  and  an  appointment  of  the 
three  above  named  trustees  as  executors. 

The  said  Michael  Williams  did  not  in  his  life  time 
convey  away  the  reversion  in  fee  limited  or  reserved 
to  him  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  limitations  contained 
in  the  aforesaid  indenture  of  release,  but  was  seised  of 
such  reversion  at  the  time  of  making  his  said  will,  and 
died  seised  thereof;  and  the  said  Michael  Williams  was 
previously  to  and  at  the  time  of  making  his  said  will, 
and  at  the  time  of  his  death,  also  seised,  or  entided  to 
him  and  his  heirs,  for  an  estate  of  freehold  and  inherit- 
ance in  possession,  of  or  to  a  messuage,  dwelling-house^ 
and  hereditaments,  not  comprised  in  the  said  indenture 
of  release  of  the  24th  oi  March  1800. 

Vol.  L  R  r  The 
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1884.  The  testator  Michael  WiUiams  died  on  or  about  the 
16th  of  January  1818,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Mary 

Daviu 

j^tiur        DavieSi  formerly  Maiy  Williams. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whe- 
ther the  said  will  of  Michael  Williams  operated  as  an 
execution  of  the  power  contained  in  the  said  indenture 
of  release  of  the  24th  o(  March  1800. 

The  defendants  claiming  under  the  will,  their  counsel 
began. 

Kindersley  for  the  defendants.  The  donee  of  the 
power  was  absolute  owner  of  the  fee  simple,  up  to  the 
execution  of  the  indenture  of  24th  March  1800.  In 
respect  of  the  absolute  power  of  disposition,  the  inden- 
ture leaves  the  same  ownership  in  him  that  he  had 
before,  subject  only  to  the  term  of  500  years,  created 
for  the  benefit  of  the  children,  Thomas  WiUiams  and 
Mary  Davies.  The  indenture  itself  provided  for  the 
donee's  children  by  his  first  wife;  and  his  intention 
was  to  provide  for  the  second  family  by  the  will.  It 
may,  perhaps,  be  now  too  late  to  contend  that  general 
words  of  disposition  amount  to  an  execution  of  a  power, 
if  the  devisor  has  any  real  estate  not  subject  to  the 
power,  to  which  they  may  be  referred ;  Jones  v.  Cuny  (a) ; 
Napier  v.  Napier  (b);  Denn,  (L  Nametl  v.  Boake{c); 
Doe  d.  Reade  v.  Reade  {d).  On  the  other  hand,  where 
a  man  has  a  mere  power  of  appointment,  and  no  real 
estate  not  subject  to  the  power,  the  words  *<  I  devise  nil 

(a)   1  Swnnst.  66.  (b)  1  Sim.  28. 

(c)  5  B.  ^  C!90.  revening  judgment  of  C.  P.,  reported  n  Doe  d, 
Noweli  ▼.  JRoake,  2  Bing.  497. ;  the  judgmeDt  of  the  King's  Bench 
affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  6  Bmg,  475. 

{d)  ST.  R.  118. 

my 
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my  real  estate  to  A."  will  be  considered  an  execution  18S4, 
of  the  power :  Lewis  v.  Lewellyn  {a) ;  Wallop  v.  Lord  '^^^ 
Porisnundh  (ft) ;  Janes  v.  Curry  (c).  WIf ^!L 

In  the  present  case,  it  is  true  that  the  devisor  was 
possessed  of  a  real  estate^  besides  that  which  was  sub- 
ject to  the  power;  but  this  he  has  devised  by  a  distinct 
clause  of  his  will.  He  first  devises  all  his  real  estates 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  in  the  fullest  terms ;  and 
then,  by  a  subsequent  clause,  he  devises  all  oiher  his 
real  and  personal  estate  whatsoever  and  wheresover. 
The  early  part  of  the  devise  is  sufficient  to  dispose  of 
all  the  real^  which  is  not  subject  to  the  power.  Then, 
in  interpreting  the  latter  part,  the  construction  must  be 
the  same  as  if  there  had  been  no  real  estate  besides 
that  subject  to  the  power;  for  it  can  make  no  difference 
as  to  the  principle  of  interpretation,  or  as  to  the  effect  to 
be  ascribed  to  the  latter  clause,  whether  the  testator 
bad  no  real  estate  at  all,  or  whether,  having  such,  he 
had  previously  disposed  of  it,  as  he  does  here^  by  a 
distinct  and  independent  devise.  It  is  as  if  there  had 
been  a  distinct  deed  passing  the  estates  not  within  the 
power,  of  which  the  devisor  was  seised;  or  as  if  the 
earlier  clause  had  stood  by  itself  in  the  will,  and  the 
latter  in  a  codicil. 

E.  J.  Liogd  for  the  plaintiff*.  The  devise  must  be 
interpreted  independently  of  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  indenture  of  the  24th  of  JIfay  1800  was  made. 
As  to  the  eff*ect  of  the  devise  itself,  the  question  is  not, 
which,  of  two  intentions,  is  the  more  likely  to  have  been 

(a)  1  TWn.  i  Rust.  104. 

(6)  Sugd.  Pouf.  Appz.  No.  11.  p.  76S.  (5th  ed.,  18S1.) 

(c)  1  Swana.  66. 

R  r  2  enter- 
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18S4.        entertained  by  the  devbor,  but  whether  or  not  the 
r  devisor  has  used  words  to  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the 

agahui        Court,  no  other  intention  can  be  attributed  than  an 

Williams. 

intention  to  execute  the  power,  Andreas  ▼.  Einmoiia); 
nor  will  the  most  general  words  of  disposition  be  a 
sufficient  indication  of  that  intention,  if  the  devisor  be 
entitled,  as  owner,  to  other  property,  upon  which  such 
general  words  may  operate.  This  was  recognized  in 
Doe  dem.  Nowell  v.  Roake{b\  in  which  all  the  pre- 
vious cases  are  collected.  This  criterion,  by  which,  as 
is  admitted  on  the  other  side,  the  effect  of  a  devise  in 
regard  to  its  being  or  not  being  an  execution  of  a 
power,  is  to  be  determined,  is  not  satisfied  by  the  two 
general  clauses  of  disposition  contained  in  this  will* 
There  is  no  more  reason  for  saying  that  the  testator 
intended,  by  the  first  clause,  to  dispose  of  the  estate  of 
which  he  had  the  ownership,  and,  by  the  latter,  of  that 
which  is  the  subject  of  the  power,  than  for  insisting  on 
the  converse  of  that  proposition ;  and  the  two  clauses 
amount  to  nothing  more  than  the  expression  (more  full, 
perhaps,  than  was  absolutely  necessary)  of  an  intent  to 
dispose  of  all  the  estates  to  which  the  devisor  was 
entitled.  There  is  no  authority  to  be  found  which  can 
be  said  to  be  decisive  of  the  present  case.  But  the 
principle  which  is  involved  in  the  decision  in  Hougham 
V.  Sandys  (r)  is  applicable  here.  In  that  case  a  person, 
who  was,  in  effect,  the  donee  of  a  power  over  land,  and 
was  also  seised  of  land  not  subject  to  the  power,  devised, 
by  name,  part  only  of  the  land  of  which  she  was  seised, 
and  then  devised  aU  other  her  messuages,  lands,  tene- 
ments, or  hereditaments,   and   all  other  her  real   and 

(a}  S Srown  Ch.C.  297.     (fr)  2  Bmg.  497.  504.      (c)  2  Sim.  95. 149. 

lease- 
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leasehold  estates  whatsoever.     The  will  was  held  not  to       18S4. 
operate  as  an  execution  of  the  power. 


Kiniersley  in  reply.  There  were  not,  properly  speak- 
ing, two  clauses  in  the  devise  in  Hougham  v.  Sandys  (a) : 
the  sentence  was  one.  Besides,  the  subject  of  the  power, 
there,  was  money  to  be  laid  out  in  land ;  and  the  en- 
deavour was  to  maintain,  that  this  was  referred  to  by  the 
words  **  all  my  real  estate."  Now  though,  for  some 
purposes,  courts  of  equity  treat  such  money  as  land, 
yet  it  does  not  follow  that  it  would  be  referred  to  by  an 
appointor  under  the  words  '*  real  estate." 

Ctir.  adv.  mdU 

The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent :  — 
We  have  heard  this  case  argued  before  us  by  counsel, 
and  are  of  opinion  that  the  will  of  Michael  Williams  did 
not  operate  as  an  execution  of  the  power  contained  in 
the  said  indenture  of  release. 

Denman. 

J.  LiTTLEDALE. 

W.  E.  Taunton. 
J.  Williams. 

(a)  2  ^m*  95. 


Datibs 

WiLUAKS. 
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1634* 


Saturday, 
May  Slst. 

In  the  statute 
45  G.  3.  r.  9S. 
f.3.,  for  en- 
forcing  the 
appearance  of 
persons  served 
with  subpoena 
in  one  part  of 
the  United 
Kingdom,  to 
gif  e  evidence 
in  another,  the 
"  parts"  sig- 
ni6ed  are  Engm 
land,  SeoUandf 
and  Ireland. 

Where  a  per- 
son has  been 
served  with  a 
subpcena,  not 
issued  from 
the  crown 
office,  to  ap» 
pear  and  give 
evidence  at 
quarter  ses* 
sions,  and 
makes  default, 
the  Court  of 
King's  Bench 
cannot  attach 
him  for  con- 
tempt, either  by 
its  general 
authority,  or  by 
virtue  of  the 
above  statute. 


The  Kino  against  Brownell* 

A  RULE  was  obtained  in  Hilary  term,  calling  on 
William  Daniel  Brawnell  to  shew  cause  why  an 
attachment  should  not  issue  against  him  for  a  contempt 
in  not  attending,  pursuant  to  subpoena,  to  give  evidence 
before  the  grand  jury  of  the  county  of  Warwck^  at  the 
quarter  sessions  for  that  county  {OctobeTf  1883),  against 
Frederick  Boom,  on  a  bill  of  indictment  for  misdemeanor. 
The  rule  was  drawn  up  on  reading  an  order  of  the  said 
sessions  (made  on  the  motion  of  counsel,  supported  by 
affidavit),  whereby  the  clerk  of  the  peace  was  directed  to 
certify  the  default  of  the  said  W.  /)•  Braomell  to  this 
Court;  and  the  certificate  of  the  said  clerk,  under  his 
hand  and  seal,  stating  that,  at  the  said  sessions,  it  was 
duly  proved,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court,  that  an 
indictment  was  preferred  at  those  sessions  against  Boom 
for  a  misdemeanor ;  that  Brauonellj  who  was  the  keeper 
of  xhe  prison  at  the  parish  of  Aston,  War*mickshire,  was 
a  material  and  necessary  witness  for  the  crown,  and  had 
been  duly  served  (a)  with  a  subpcena  under  the  seal  of 
the  Custos  Rotulorum,  to  appear  and  give  evidence 
before  the  grand  jury  at  the  said  sessions  upon  the  said 
indictment;  that  he  attended  the  sessions  at  Waranck, 
and  was  sworn  to  give  such  evidence  to  the  grand  jury ; 
that  he  was  called  upon  his  subpcena  by  the  bailiff 
attending  the  grand  jury,  but  refused  to  go  before  them. 


(a)  It  Was  not  expressly  sworn  where  the  subpoena  was  served,  but  it 
was  stated  by  counsel,  in  the  argument  on  this  rule,  and  not  denied,  that 
the  service  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  quarter  sessions. 

and 
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and  quitted  the  town  without  leave  of  the  Court,  in 
consequence  whereof  the  bill  was  ignored.  The  signa- 
tures of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  to  the  order  of  sessions 
and  certificate  were  verified  by  affidavit 


1834. 

The  Kxvo 

agamtt 
Bmwkui. 


Dundas  now  shewed  cause.  This  application  is 
grounded  on  the  statute  45  G.  S.  c.  98*  5.  S.  (a).  But 
the  authority  there  given  to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
does  not  extend  to  the  present  case.  The  statute  is 
entitled  *<  An  Act  to  amend  two  Acts  of  the  Thirteenth 
and  Forty*fourth  years  of  his  present  Majesty,  for  the 
more  effectual  execution  of  the  Criminal  Laws,  and 
more  easy  apprehending  and  bringing  to  Trial  Offenders 
escaping  from  one  Fart  of  the  United  Kingdom  to  the 
other,  and  from  one  County  to  another.''     The  parts  of 

(a)  45  G*  3.  c.  9S.  t>  3.  '*  And  whereas  it  is  fit  to  provide  for  tiie 
appearance  of  persons  to  answer  in  cases  where  warrants  are  not  usually 
issued,  and  to  give  evidence  in  criminal  prosecutions  in  erciy  part  of  the 
United  Kingdom ;  be  it  further  enacted.  That  the  service  of  every  writ  of 
sobpcena,  or  other  process,  upon  any  person,  in  any  one  of  the  parts  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  requiring  the  appearance  of  such  person  to  answer  or 
give  evidence  in  any  criminal  prosecution  in  any  other  of  the  parts  of  the 
same,  shall  be  as  good  and  effectual  in  law,  as  if  the  same  had  been 
served  in  that  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  where  the  person  so  served  is 
required  to  appear ;  and  in  case  such  person  so  served  shall  not  appear 
according  to  the  exigence  of  such  writ  or  process,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
court  out  of  which  the  same  issued,  upon  proof  made  of  the  service 
thereof,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  Court,  to  transmit  a  certificate  uf 
such  default  under  the  seal  of  the  same  Court,  or  under  the  hand  of  one 
of  the  judges  or  justices  of  the  same,  to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in 
England  in  case  such  service  was  had  in  England^  or  in  case  such  service 
was  had  in  Scotland,  to  the  Court  of  Justiciary  in  Scotland,  or  in  case 
such  service  was  had  in  IreUmd,  to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Ir&^ 
landg  and  the  said  last-mentioned  Courts  respectively  shall  and  may 
thereupon  proceed  against  and  punish  the  person  so  having  made  default, 
in  like  manner  as  they  might  have  done  if  such  person  had  n^lectcd  or 
vefnted  to  appear  in  obedience  to  a  writ  of  subpoena  or  oCherprocasa  issued 
out  of  such  last-mentaoned  Courts  respectively." 


Rr  4 


the 


Beowmicl. 
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1834.       the  United  Kingdom  referred  to  by  those  recited  acts 
_    „  (IS  G.  3.  c.  31.  and  44  G.  S.  c.  92.)»  are  Scotland  and 

The  KiHO       ^  '  ^  ^ 

^agwnti  Ireland:  the  first  statute,  passed  before  the  Union  with 
Ireland^  was  **  for  the  more  effectual  execution  of  the 
Criminal  Laws  in  the  T\bo  Parts  of  the  United  Kingdom/' 
and  refers  distinctly  to  Scotland  ^  the  second,  which  is 
subsequent  to  the  Union  with  Irelandj  and  is  **  for  the 
more  easy  apprehending  offenders  escaping  from  one 
part  of  the  United  Kingdom  to  another,  and  also  from 
one  county  to  another,"  relates  to  offenders  passing  from 
Ireland  to  England  or  Scotland^  or  from  those  countries 
to  Ireland^  or  from  one  Irish  county,  &c.  to  another. 
It  is  evident  from  the  whole  context  of  the  present 
statute,  and  from  the  third  section  particularly,  that  the 
*^  parts  of  the  United  Kingdom''  are  there  spoken  of 
in  the  same  sense  as  in  the  previous  acts.  By  section  4. 
it  ought  to  have  been  proved  that  the  expenses  of  the 
witness  were  tendered  to  him  when  he  was  served  with 
the  subpoena ;  but  that  point  need  not  t)e  insisted  upon. 
The  sessions  have  su£Scient  power  to  check  offences  of 
this  kind  without  the  aid  of  the  statute:  they  may 
fine  the  party,  though  absent,  for  the  contempt,  Bex  v. 
Clement  (a),  and  he  may  be  indicted  for  disobeying  the 
subpoena. 

M.  D.  Hill  contrii.  The  process  of  indictment  is  too 
tedious  to  afford  any  practical  *remedy  for  the  disobe- 
dience of  witnesses.  It  was  decided  in  Bex  v.  Bing  (&), 
though  at  first  doubted,  that  this  Court  might  attach 
for  disobeying  a  subpoena  to  give  evidence  in  an  inferior 
Courti  where  the  subpoena  had  issued  from  the  crown 

(a)  4B,iAUL2\%. 

(6)  8  r.  R.  585.     See  JRev  t.  Dixon,  5  Burr.  1687. 

office; 
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office;  but  it  does  not  follow  this  Court  may  not,  in  the  1884. 
exercise  of  its  general  jurisdiction,  enforce  obedience  to  *  j, 
any  subpoena  issued  by  competent  authority.  It  is  agamtt 
usual  (as  stated  in  2  Nclan^s  P.  L.  541.  note  4.  (a)  )  to 
obtain  a  crown  office  subpoena  where  the  witness  lives 
in  a  different  county  from  that  in  which  the  sessions  are 
held ;  but  it  is  not  the  practice  in  other  cases ;  and  it 
would  be  very  inconvenient,  especially  in  remote  coun- 
ties, if  a  crown  office  subpcena  were  necessary,  or  if^  in 
default  of  it,  this  Court  could  not  enforce  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  below  in  case  of  disobedience.  As  to  the 
statute  45  6.  S.  c.92.  5.3.,  the  main  intention  there 
certainly  appears  to  be,  to  enforce  the  attendance  of 
witnesses  residing  in  one  distinct  part  of  the  United 
Kingdom,  on  subpoenas  requiring  their  appearance  in 
another;  but  the  language  used  may  go  beyond  the 
main  intention,  and  the  statute  is  remedial,  and  to  be 
largely  construed.  The  statute,  however,  even  as  inter* 
preted  on  the  other  side,  seems  to  recognise  the  com-* 
mon  law  power  now  contended  for ;  since,  in  giving  a 
summary  power  of  punishment  in  the  cases  there  men-  . 
tioned  (sect  3.),  it  professes  to  make  the  service  of  a 
subpoena  in  one  part  of  the  United  Kmgdom,  to  give 
evidence  in  another,  as  effictual  as  if  the  same  had 
been  served  in  that  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  in 
which  the  witness  is  required  to  appear.  But  it  would 
be  much  more  effectual  if,  in  the  case  of  a  subpoena 
requiring  attendance  in  the  same  part  of  the  king- 
dom in  which  it  is  served,  the  summary  power  did  not 
generally  exist.  There  is  no  reason  that  the  law  should 
give  such  a  power  where  the  subpoena  goes  to  a  distant 

(a)  4th  ed.,  1825. 

place. 
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18  34.       place,  if  it  happens  to  be  in  another  divbion  of  thei 
^^  j^^^^      United  Kingdom,  but  withhold  it  if  the  subpcena  be 
ngamit       aervcd  at  a  neighboaring  place,  within  the  same  di* 
vision. 

Lord  Denhan  C  J*  Supposing  that  the  practice 
contended  for  already  existed,  Mr.  HiU  has  given  good 
reasons  in  support  of  it ;  but  I  think  it  has  not  been 
shewn  that  we  possess  the  power  which  we  are  called 
upon  to  use.  It  is  said  that  this  Court  has  a  general 
authority;  but  such  an  authority  must  be  acted  upon 
within  known  limits,  and  we  cannot,  however  conve- 
nient it  might  be,  give  ourselves  powers  which  have  not 
hitherto  been  exercised.  It  was  even  doubted,  in  Bex 
V.  IUng{a)f  whether  this  Court  could  attach  for  dis- 
obedience to  a  subpcena  from  the  crown  office,  where 
there  was  no  proceeding  in  this  Court  There  is,  however, 
a  mode  of  bringing  witnesses  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  Court,  if  it  b  thought  necessary,  by  applying  for  a 
subpoena  from  the  a*own  office*  The  stat.  45  G.  3.  c.  92. 
s.  3.,  is  clearly  confined  to  the  case  of  witnesses  who  are 
in  other  parts  of  the  United  Kingdom,  namely,  Scotland 
and  Irelaiid^  or  required  to  appear  there.  [His  Lord- 
ship here  read  the  section  as  far  as  the  words,  **  required 
to  appear."]  It  is  said  that  this  recognises  the  general 
power  relied  upon  in  making  the  present  application. 
But,  first,  I  cannot  say  that  I  should  be  willing  to  infer 
a  power  of  this  kind,  even  from  a  supposition  in  an 
act  of  parliament  that  such  a  power  existed;  and, 
secondly,  I  do  not  think  that  any  necessary  inference 
of  the  supposition  arises  here,  from  the  language  of  the 
statute^ 

(a)  8  r.  JR.  585. 

Little- 
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LviTLSDAXsi^  Jt  As  to  the  general  authority  of  the  18S4. 
Court,  if  it  could  have  been  shewn  by  any  practice 
hitherto  existing,  the  case  might  have  been  different* 
This  Court  does  not,  in  practice,  interfere  by  attach- 
ment, unless  there  has  been  some  disobedience  of  a 
rule  or  process  of  the  Court,  which  is  a  contempt  of  the 
Court  itsel£  Those  who  wish  to  have  the  attendance 
of  witnesses  enforced  by  the  authority  of  this  Court, 
should  obtain  a  subpoena  from  the  orown-office.  If  a 
remedy  is  wanted  for  the  inconveniences  which  have 
been  pointed  out,  the  legislature  must  supply  it. 

Taunton  J.  Disobedience  to  a  crown-office  sub* 
poena,  is  a  manifest  contempt  of  the  authority  of  this 
Court;  disobedience  to  a  subpoena  from  quarter  sessions 
is  not.     I  am  of  opinion  that  we  cannot  interfere. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


The  King  against  Passman  and  Others.         May  sut. 

AT  the  Mddksex  sessions^  in  December  18S9,  a  bill  Wh««tbepfo- 
Mcutorofan 

was  found  against  the  defendants  for  a  conspiracy,  indictment  has 

-  r«i        1  r         remoted  it  bjr 

on  the  prosecution  of  William  Whallejfk  The  defen«>  certiorari,  and 
dants  put  in  bail,  and  gave  notice* of  trial  for  the  en-  irregularity  in 
suing  sessions,  which  began  on  the  16th  of  January  tbe'comt  of^ 
18S4.  They  appeared  at  the  sessions  house  on  that  ^n"„^'^^^f 
day,  having  instructed  counsel,  and  brought  several  ^^J^^^^ 
witnesses  from  distant    counties;    but  shortly  before  •hipimpojed 

"^  on  the  defend- 

the  sitting  of  the  Court,  the  prosecutor,  without  having  i-nt,  oblige  the 

<!  .         •  protecutor  to 

given  notice  of  such  intention,  lodged  a  certiorari  to  pay  him  his 

costs  incurred 

remove  below. 
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1834.        remove  the  case  into  the  King's  Bench.     A  rule  of  . 

this  Court  was  thereupon  obtained,  calling  upon  the 
against        prosecutor  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  pay  the 

defendants   their  costs   of  preparing  for   trial  at  the 

sessions,  and  of  this  application.     The  indictment  was 

still  depending. 

Sir  James  Scarlett  now  shewed  cause.  There  is  no 
su£Scient  authority  for  this  application.  The  prosecutor 
is  entitled  to  a  certiorari,  as  of  course,  and  this  Court 
has  no  power,  either  by  statute  or  at  common  law,  over 
costs  incurred  before  the  proceedings  were  brought 
here.     The  Court  then  called  upon 

\£.  V.  Lee,  contriL.  Rex  v.  Lenois  (a)  shews  that  a 
certiorari,  at  the  instance  of  a  private  prosecutor,  is  not 
a  matter  of  absolute  right  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  That 
would  be  immaterial  now ;  the  certiorari  has  issued,  and 
this  is  not  a  motion  for  the  purpose  of  imposing  terms  on 
the  prosecutor,  but  a  distinct  application.]  This  Court 
has  authority  over  the  costs  in  the  Court  below.  In 
Jones  V.  Davies{b)y  where  a  cause  had  been  improperly 
removed  by  certiorari  from  the  great  sessions  for 
Cardigan,  it  was  held  that  this  Court  acquired  a  juris- 
diction over  the  costs  below  by  the  certiorari,  and  that 
the  Master  might  tax  them  as  he  does  in  other  cases. 
Costs  are  given  against  a  prosecutor  for  not  proceeding 
to  trial  upon  an  indictment  removed  by  certiorari,  Rex 
V.  Bartrum  {c)  (recognised  in  Rex  v.  Wattcn  {d) ) ;  and 
there  is  equal  reason  for  allowing  them  here,  though  it 
is  true  that,  in  the  cases  last  cited,  the  costs  granted  do 
not  appear  to  have  been  those  incurred  before  the 

(a)  4  Burr.  2456.  (6)  1  B.  4>  C.  145. 

{c)  8  East,  269.  {d)  4  Car.  4-  P.  230. 

cer- 


Fassxaii* 
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certiorari.     At  all  events,  the  Court,  in  this  case,  might        18Si. 
qoash  the  certiorari,  unless  the  prosecutor  would  con- 
sent  to  pay  costs. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  Court  has  no  power  to 
grant  this  rule.  In  Jones  v.  Davies{a)  the  certiorari 
had  been  unlawfully  sued  out :  it  is  not  easy  to  distin- 
guish whether  the  Court  thought  themselves  entitled 
on  that  account  to  impose  payment  of  costs  upon  the 
prosecutor,  or  whether  they  felt  justified  in  doing  so 
for  any  other  reason.  But  here,  the  prosecutor  having 
done  only  what  he  had  a  right  to  do,  we  can  no  more 
subject  him  to  the  payment  of  these  costs,  than  we 
could  fine,  or  impose  any  other  punishment  upon  him. 
As  to  the  suggestion  of  quashing  the  certiorari,  that 
would  be  matter  for  another  motion,  to  be  made  upon 
its  own  particular  grounds. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  dccision  in  Jones  v.  Davies  (a) 
went  upon  special  grounds:  it  seems  the  Court  there 
thought  that  the  proceedings  had  been  improperly  re- 
moved from  the  great  sessions ;  but  it  is  not  a  case  which 
I  should  follow  as  a  precedent  It  is  di£Scult  to  say 
what  power  the  Court  could  have  over  the  costs  below, 
although  they  had  power  over  the  certiorari  itself  if  it 
issued  improperly. 

Taunton  J.  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  we  cannot 
grant  these  costs.  When  Jones  v.  Davies  {a)  was  de- 
cided, the  practice  of  removing  causes  bf^  certiorari 
just  before  trial  was  prevalent  in  the  Welch  jurisdictions. 
It  appears  by  the  report  of  that  case,  that  there  were 

(a)  XB.^C.  143. 
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18S4. 

The  KiVQ 

againii 
Passmak. 


at  the  same  time  four  others  in  which  similar  rules  had 
been  moved  for  under  the  same  circumstances;  and  I 
believe  the  Court  made  the  rules  absolute  out  of  an 
exuberance  of  virtuous  indignation  at  that  improper 
mode  of  proceeding. 


Williams  J.  It  may  be  a  matter  of  complaint  that 
a  prosecutor  should  remove  proceedings  without  any 
proper  ground;  but,  he  having  lawfully  removed  them, 
I  do  not  see  how  we  can  interfere  in  the  manner 
proposed. 

Rule  discharged  with  costs  (a). 

(a)  **  The  master  of  the  crown-office,  in  taxing  the  costs*'  (for  the  pro- 
secutor, under  5  &  6  IT.  fM,  c.  1 1. 1 . 5.)»  *'  ought  only  to  eonaider  those 
which  are  subsequent  to  the  certiorari."  Sawk.  P.  C.  book  S.  c.  ST. 
s.  52.,  citing  The  Qjuem  t.  Summertf  1  Salk,  55,  and  SSalk,  104. ;  S,  C», 
but  not  to  this  point,  2  LeL  Raym,  854. ;  and  Rex  t.  WaUace^  Mick. 
14  6.  S. 


Saiurdayt 
Ma^  81st. 


Where  the 
quarter  setdons 
have  dismissed 
an  appeal  upon 
a  point  of  prac- 
tice, subject  to 
a  case,  which 
the  applicants 
for  the  case 
have  not 
brought  up,  thb 
Coart  will  not, 
at  their  instance, 
grant  a  manda- 
mus to  enter 
eootinuanccs 
and  hear  the 
appeat 


The  King  against  The  Justices  of  the  West 
Riding. 

(Warmsworth  against  Doncaster.^ 

AN  appeal  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
Warmsworth^  in  the  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire^ 
against  an  order  for  the  removal  of  paupers  fix>m 
Doncaster^  came  on  to  be  heard  at  the  quarter  sessions 
for  the  riding,  and  was  respited  to  the  next  sessions. 
The  appeal  being  then  called  on,  the  respondents  objected 
that  the  appellants  had  given  no  notice  of  trial  of  the  re- 
spited appeal.  The  justices  in  sessions,  being  of  opinion 
that  such  notice  was  required  by  their  rules  of  sessions 
practice,  confirmed  the  order  (after  argument  by  coun- 
sel) ; 
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td) ;  but,  at  the  instance  of  the  appellants,  they  granted  a        1834. 
case.  A  rule  nisi  was  afterwards  obtained  for  a  mandamus      ^    ^ 

The  KtiiG 

to  the  justices  to  enter  continuances  and  hear  the  appeal.        agnhm 

TheJiuticctof 
the  West 

MUner  now  shewed  cause.  A  mandamus  lies  only 
where  there  is  no  other  remedy:  here  the  appellants 
had  a  remedy  given  them  by  the  case  granted  at  ses- 
sions; they  should  have  followed  that  up,  and  the 
question  between  them  and  the  respondents  might  then 
have  been  tried  upon  the  statement  submitted  by  the 
sessions,  and  not  upon  affidavits.  He  then  proceeded 
to  argue  the  case  upon  the  point  raised  below. 

Dandas^  contril.  It  is  clear,  from  the  late  decision  in 
Rex  V.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  {Bower  v.  The 
Accounts  of  the  Meltham  Inclosure  Commissioners)  (a),  that 
the  order  ought  not  to  have  been  confirmed;  justice, 
therefore,  has  not  been  done,  and  there  is  no  rule  of 
law  which  prevents  applying  for  a  mandamus  where  the 
sessions  have  granted  a  case. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  am  very  unwilling  to  interfere 
with  the  practice  of  the  courts  below;  and  if  the  justices 
here  have  themselves  granted  a  complete  remedy,  I 
think  we  ought  not,  by  mandamus,  to  interfere  with 
the  course  of  enquiry  into  which  the  case  has  been  put 
by  them.  The  sessions  cannot  do  better  than  grant  a 
case,  if  they  doubt  the  legality  of  their  own  decision ; 
and  where  that  has  been  done,  I  think  that  one  of 
the  parties  cannot  come  with  a  high  hand  to  this 
court,  and  say  they  will  abandon  the  remedy  so  given, 

(a)  SB.i  Ad.  667.     2  Neo.  ^  Man.  390. 

and 
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1834*.        and  apply  for  a  mandamus.     The  rule  must  be  dis- 
charfired. 

The  KiMo  ° 

against 
The  JusUcei  of  * 

the  Wert  WiLLiAMS  J.  Concurred,  (a) 


Riding. 


Rule  discharged. 

(a)  Litiledale  and  Taunion  Js«  had  left  Uie  Court. 


Monday,  Salter  and  Another  against  Slade, 

June  2d.  ^ 

(In  Error.) 

By  the  proceed-  TN  an  action  brought  by  Slade  against  Salter  and 
court  returned         Bdlston  in  the  Weekly  Court  of  Record  of  the  town 

into  K.  B.  on 

writ  of  error,  it  and  county  of  PooUj  the  declaration  stated,  that  the 
thedecUration  defendants  were  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  within  the 
that  Uie  de?^  jurisdiction,  for  money  lent;  not  saying  that  it  was 
dS^d*tr?he°"  "^*^^"lent.  jBatoew  suffered  judgment  by  default;  and 
S^^^'^r"**!!"  ^^  plaintiff*  obtained  a  verdict  against  Salter^  January  2d, 
for  money  then    18S4;  after  which,  Januaru  8th,  a  writ  of  error  to  this 

and  there  lent.  ^^ 

On  motion        Court  was  allowed,  and  notice  of  the  allowance  given. 

made  in  K.  B. , 

by  the  plaintiff  Costs  were  taxed  on  the  14th;  and  on  the  15th  the 
the  transcript  plaintiff*  in  error  was  ruled  to  certify  the  record.  After 
bTaroended  by  ^®  allowance  of  the  writ,  and  before  the  proceedings 
words  ^«  then ***  ^®"'®  ^^^  "P»  ^^^  plaintiff*  in  error  was  called  upon,  by 
and  there,"  and  summons,  to  attend  the  said  weekly  court,  and  shew  cause 

making  it  cor-  ^  ^ 

respond  with      ^by  the  plaintiff*  below  should  not  have  leave  to  amend 

the  record  as  it 

was  %<rhcn  the     the  record  by  adding  the  words  "  then  and  there  '*  to 

writ  of  error  •  i         .        .  t  mi 

was  allowed,  it   the  statement  of  the  consideration  m  each  count     The 

was  suted  on 
affidftvit,  that 

the  words  were  in«K*rted  by  the  Court  below  (after  hearing  the  parUes  upon  summons),  sub- 
sequently to  the  allowance  of  the  writ : 

Held,  that  this  Court  could  not  notice  the  document  returned  as  a  transcript,  but  must 
consider  it  as  the  record,  and  could  not  amend  it  on  this  application. 

parties 
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parties  attended  the  Court  upon  such  summons,  Jan^ 
uaty  23d ;  and,  after  hearing  them,  the  Court  made  the 
amendment  A  rule  of  this  Court  was  afterwards  ob- 
tained, calling  on  the  defendant  in  error  to  shew  cause 
^'  why  the  transcript  should  not  be  amended  by  striking 
out  the  words  then  and  there^  and  making  it  correspond 
with  the  record  as  it  was  when  the  writ  of  error  was 
allowed."  The  affidavits  in  opposition  to  the  rule 
stated  that,  at  the  trial,  the  money  was  proved  to  have 
been  lent  within  the  jurisdiction ;  and  also  that  notice 
was  given  of  the  allowance  of  the  writ,  before  final 
judgment  was  signed. 

FoUett  and  Butt  now  shewed  cause.  This  application, 
if  well  grounded,  ought  not  to  have  been  made  in  the 
present  form :  the  prayer  should  have  been  for  a 
mandamus  to  the  Court  below  to  certify  the  record 
properly.  iTatmton  J.  There  is  a  case  now  depending 
before  me,  upon  an  application  like  the  present,  made 
in  the  bail  court.  His  Lordship  then  stated  the 
circumstances  of  France  v.  Parry,  for  which  see  p.  615. 
post.]  In  the  present  case,  the  Court  below  had 
amended  their  record  before  the  transcript  was  sent  up : 
to  alter  the  transcript  would  vary  it  from  the  record ;  in 
the  case  just  mentioned,  the  alteration  proposed  is  to 
make  the  transcript  like  the  record.  The  opinion  of 
the  judges,  delivered  to  the  House  of  Lords  in  Mellish 
V.  Richardson  {a\  was,  that  a  court  of  error  cannot 
examine  into  the  propriety  of  amendments  made  by  the 
Court  below,  being  a  court  of  record.  It  may  be,  in 
the  present  case,  that  this  Court  might  have  authority 
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1834. 

Saltkk 
againtt 
Sladi. 


{a)  9  Bing^  1S5. ;  and  see  6  Bligh^  7a  S,  C 

Vol.  I.  S  s 
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18S4.  to  direct  the  Court  below  to  strike  out  the  amendments. 
In  Williams  v.  Lord  Bagot  {a\  where  an  inferior  court 
bad  sent  up  an  imperfect  record,  this  Court  sent  it  back 
to  be  amended  according  to  the  facts ;  and  in  the  case 
of  MeUish  v.  Richardson^  in  K.  B.  (i),  where  the  question 
was,  whether  this  Court  might  amend  the  record  sent 
up  to  them,  by  the  amended  judgment-roll  remaining  in 
the  Common  Pleas  ?  this  Court  would  not  decide  in  the 
negative :  but  there  is  no  case  to  shew  that  the  Court  of 
error  can  alter  the  transcript,  so  as  to  make  it  different 
from  the  record  below. 

The  defect  here  in  question,  if  it  was* error,  was 
amendable  by  the  inferior  court.  The  declaration 
states,  that  the  defendants  were  indebted  within  the 
jurisdiction ;  but  the  words  ^^  then  and  there  *'  are 
omitted.  The  averment  ^^  then  and  there "  is  not  a 
substantial  one,  and  the  omission  of  it  may  be  treated  as 
a  misprision  of  the  clerk.  In  Hanslip  v.  Coaler  (c),  and 
Waldock  V.  Cooper  {d\  the  Courts  were  unwilling 
(although  they  considered  themselves  obliged)  to  allow 
such  omission  to  be  a  ground  of  error.  In  Dorrington 
V.  Sliper  {e\  the  action  was  upon  ^*  indebitatus  in  the 
Palace  Court  for  oats  sold,"  not  saying  where ;  and  this 
seems  to  have  been  held  by  a  part  of  the  Court  not  to 
be  error ;  and  the  same  opinion  was  expressed  in  Pea^ 
cock  v.  Burrel  {g).  If^  then,  the  error  be  so  far  formal 
that  it  may  be  regarded  as  a  misprision  merely,  it  is  one 
which  the  inferior  court  may  amend,  since  the  statute 
21  «7a.  1.  r.  IS.,  even  after  judgment,  and  as  well  after  as 
before  writ  of  error  brought:  Bac.  Abr.  Amendment^  G^ 

(a)  4D.iIL  515.  (6)  1  B.  i  C  819. 

(c)  2  Lev.  SI.  (rf)  2irtf*.  16. 

(«)  1  KA.  499.  {g)  1  K^.  467.  500. 

Gilberes 


Sladr. 
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Gilberts  Hist.  Com.  Pleas,  p.  112.  In  Vita  v.  Vita  {a\  183*. 
before  the  statute  of  James,  this  Court  held  a  misprision.  -•*— - 
in  the  proceedings  of  an  inferior  court,  to  be  amendable  agamn 
here,  after  error  brought.  In  Doe  dem.  Lawrie  v. 
Dyball  {b),  this  Court,  after  error  brought,  directed  an 
application  to  be  made  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
for  leave  to  amend  the  record,  which  was  granted.  In 
Bex  V.  Carlile  (c),  a  similar  course  was  taken ;  and  Lord 
Tenterden  said,  after  the  amendment,,  that  if  error  were 
brought  in  the  House  of  Lords,  the  amended  record 
would  be  the  onlj  one  of  which  that  Court  could  take 
notice.  [Littledale  J.  Is  it  correct  to  say  that,  in  a 
case  like  the  present,  a  transcript,  and  not  the  record 
itself,  is  sent?  On  a  writ  of  error  from  the  Common 
Pleas  (except  in  the  case  of  a  fine),  or  from  an  inferior 
court,  the  record  itself  is  supposed  to  come  here  {d). 
If  we  made  the  amendment  as  now  prayed,  would  not  it 
be  sanctioning,  by  a  rule  of  court,  the  practice  of 
sending  a  transcript  instead  of  the  record  ?  Taunton  J. 
In  the  great  majority  of  instances,  the  record  is  not 
made  up  in  the  inferior  court  till  it  becomes  necessary 
to  do  so.  When  error  is  brought,  the  Court  below 
puts  together  the  disjointed  members  of  what  should  be 
the  record,  and  sends  them  to  this  Court.  In  such  a 
case,  it  is  impossible  for  this  Court  to  judge  what  may 
have  been  omitted,  unless  they  had  before  them  the 
materials  which  the  Court  below  had. 

F.  Pollock  and  Martin,  contr&.     The  defect  in  this 
declaration  is  clearly  error,  even  after  verdict :  1  IVms. 

(a)  Cto.  Elvk  435.         (6)  I  Mo.  *  P.  3.50.         (c)  %B.iAd,  971. 
[d)  S«e  2  Wmu  Sound.  101  n.  note  (1)  to  Jaquet  t.  Cetar. 

S  s  2  Sound. 


Sladjc. 
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ISSi,        Saund.  74.  «,  note  (1)  to  Peacock  v.  Bell;   Trevor  t. 
"  JVaU  (a) ;  and  neither  the  Court  below,  nor  any  other 

agaitttt  Court,  could,  after  verdict,  amend  it.  In  Com.  Dig. 
ulmendmentf  Z,  it  is  laid  down,  that  **  no  amendment 
shall  be  after  verdict,  where  the  amendment  alters  the 
issue  tried."  Here  the  jury  have  found  a  general 
verdict:  the  alteration  proposed  would  make  them 
find  where  the  money  was  lent.  An  amendment  can- 
not be  made  ft>r  the  purpose  of  giving  jurisdiction. 
MeUish  v.  Richardson  {b)  does  not  apply  to  this  case. 
The  question  there  was  independent  of  the  statutes 
of  amendment ;  it  turned  upon  a  matter  of  practice, 
namely,  the  entering  up  of  a  verdict,  in  the  court 
below,  according  to  the  justice  of  the  case,  upon 
those  counts  to  which  the  evidence  given  at  the  trial 
could  be  applied.  That  case  more  resembles  Frame  v. 
Parry  (c),  referred  to  by  Taunton  J.,  where  a  fact  which 
took  place  at  the  trial  was  omitted  in  the  statement  of 
proceedings  on  the  transcript.  It  cannot  be  said  that 
this  Court  is  bound  by  the  form  of  the  transcript  as  is 
comes  before  them.  In  law,  an  alteration  like  this,  after 
error  brought,  is  as  if  the  record  had  been  mutilated  by 
a  stranger.  ILitUedale  J.  The  Court  below  certify  it  to 
be  their  record ;  there  is  no  diminution.]  The  record 
sent  up  ought  to  be  that  which  existed  when  the  writ 
was  allowed;  and  if  any  alteration  could  be  permitted, 
at  least  it  would  not  be  such  a  one  as  this  Court  itself 
would  not  venture  to  make.  Green  v.  Miller  (d)  shews 
that  the  power  of  the  Court  below  to  amend  after  judg- 
ment is  confined  to  the  case  of  misprisions  of  the  clerk. 


(a)  1  r.  R.  151.  (h)  9  Bing.  125.    6  BUgh,  7(k 

(c)  Page  615.  posU  (d)  8  ^.  j-  Ad,  781. 


and 
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and  does  not  extend  to  mistakes  of  the  party.     There  is        1834. 
no  ground  for  considering  this  a  misprision  of  the  clerk.        sIlti*  ' 
If  the  inferior  Court  has  done  wrong  in  making  this        ^^** 
amendment,  and  this  Court  has  not  jurisdiction  to  cor- 
rect their  proceeding,  any  writ  of  error  may  be  rendered 
nugatory.   Formerly,  the  mode  of  evading  the  operation 
of  a  writ  of  error  was  to  enter  continuances,  and  delay 
signing  judgment   till   after  the  writ  was  returnable; 
but  the  Court  of  error,  if  satisfied  that  the  continuances 
were  entered  with  that  view,  would  have  made  the  de- 
fendant in  error  pay  costs,  or  would  have  set  asiide  the 
execution;  Rejindoz  v.  Randolph  {a\  Jaqttes  v.  liixon[b\ 
per  Btdler  J.     So  the  Court  will  correct  the  intended 
evasion  in  this  case.     In  MeUish  v.  Richardson  (c),  be- 
sides the  distinction  already  taken,  the  question  as  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  error  was  not  the  same  as 
that  now  raised;  because  it  was  assumed  that  the  amend- 
ment there  in  question  had  actually  been  made  upon 
the  record  of  the  Court  below.     If  the  rule  now  applied 
for  is  not  precisely  that  which  the  Court  can  grant,  it 
may  be  otherwise  shaped,  so  as  to  meet  the  object,  which 
is  to  do  away  with  the  alteration  of  this  transcript,  and 
to  treat  it  as  an  unauthorised  and  intrusive  act. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Assuming  that  the  record  as 
it  originally  stood  was  erroneous,  and  that  the  Court 
below  had  no  right  to  amend  it,  I  think  we  have  no 
right  to  make  the  alteration  called  ibr  by  this  mle. 
We  cannot  recognise  a  transcript;  we  must  take  it  for 
granted  that  the  record  itself  is  sent  to  this  Court,  and 

(a)  2  Stra,  834.  (6)  1  T>  R.  28a 

(c)  9  Bing,  125.     6  BUgk,  70. 

Ss  3  we 
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1884.        we  must  give  credit  to  the  Court  below  that  that  record 
is  right,  until  some  proceeding  comes  before  us  by  which 
againH        the  Contrary  may  be  shewn. 


Sladx. 


LiTTLEDALE  J.  In  point  of  law,  it  is  the  record  that 
is  removed ;  the  rule  directed  to  the  plaintiff  in  error 
calls  upon  him  to  certify  the  record.  There  may  be 
some  other  proceeding,  by  which  the  act  of  the  Court 
below  may  be  corrected,  but  we  cannot  alter  the  record 
of  that  Court  on  affidavit. 

Tauntok  J.  concurred. 

WiLUAMsJ.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Whether 
that  which  is  sent  here  be  a  transcript  or  a  record,  there 
is  nothing  before  us  to  amend  it  by. 

Rule  discharged. 
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18S4. 


France  against  Parry. 

Error  from  the  Court  of  Passage  of  the  Borough 
of  Liverpool  (a). 

TAUNTON  J.      This  case  came  on  in   the  BaU  A  court  of 

jF  requests'  act 

Court.    The  affidavits,  on  the  first  hearing,  ap-  provided,  that  a 

defendant  lued 

peared  to  me  insufficient :  others  have  been  since  filed,  elsewhere  for  a 
The  rule  called  on  the  Defendant's  agents  to  shew  within  the  cog- 
cause  why  the  signer  of  the  writs,  or  officer  in  whose  eourt^m^ght*' 
custody  the  transcript  of  the  record  in  this  cause  was,  ^*^^f  !'AJ*^*  ij 
should  not  be  ordered  to  amend  the  transcript  accordins  *PPff r  by  the 

^  ®   verdict  that  the 

to  the  amendment  stated  to  have  been  made  in  the  re-  cause  was 

within  the  oog- 

cord  in  the  Court  below.     It  appears  that  this  action  nfsanceofthat 
was  originally  brought  in  the  Court  of  the  borough  of  the  plaintiff 
Liverpool,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  /  and  that  it  was  nonsuit,  if 

the  judge  or 
judgef,  who  thould  try  the  caute,  should  not,  in  open  court,  certify,  as  by  the  act  was  directed. 
In  an  action  brought  in  a  local  court  of  record,  the  defendant  pleaded  the  court  of  requests* 
act,  and  the  cause  appeared,  by  the  Terdict,  to  be  within  the  cognisance  of  that  couru  The 
judges  of  the  court  of  record  were  the  mayor  and  bailiffs  of  the  town,  and  they  were  assisted, 
at  the  trial,  by  the  recorder,  who  was  not  a  judge  of  the  court  of  record.  A  certificate  was 
given,  pursuant  to  the  act,  but  by  the  recorder  alone.  Held,  that  this  did  not  satisfy 
the  act. 

On  error  brought,  the  entry  on  the  proceedings  sent  up  to  this  Court  was,  simply,  that 
It  appeared  by  the  certificate  tf  the  court  of  record,  that,  &c.  (without  stating  that  the  cer- 
tificate was  inade  in  open  court,  or  by  whom  it  was  made,  eicept  as  above) ;  but  it  was 
suggested  on  affidavit,  that  the  certificate  had  really  been  made  in  open  court  by  the 
recorder ;  that  the  proceedings  sent  up  w«re  merely  a  transcript  of  the  record  which  re- 
mained below  ;  and  that  the  record  of  tlie  Court  below  had  been  amended  there,  by  enter- 
ing the  certificate  as  having  been  made  Ay  thejudfiet,  who  tried  the  caute,  in  Bjten  court i 
and  it  was  moved  that  this  Court  should  amend  the  proceedings  in  conformity  with  the 
alteration  said  to  have  been  made  below.  This  Court  refus^  the  amendment;  first, 
because  they  could  not  uke  notice  that  tht'y  had  only  a  transcript  before  them,  so  as  to  be 
at  liberty  to  amend  in  conformity  with  the  record  below ;  secondly,  because,  if  the  docu- 
ment before  them  were  to  be  considered  as  a  record,  they  had  no  power  to  make  the 
amendment,  it  being  contrary  to  the  fact  as  to  the  person  certifying. 

(a)  The  above,  being  the  case  referred  to  by  Taunton  J.  in  Salter  v. 
Stade  (antd,  p.  609. )>  is  therefore  introduced  here,  but  the  judgment  was 
delivered  'in  the  full  court)  on  Saturday,  June  the  7th. 

Ss  4  tried 
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18S4.        tried  there  on  the  24th  of  Naoember  last,  before  the 
"  mayor  and  bailiffs,  judges   of  that  court,  assisted  by 

against        James  Clarke^  Esq.,  their  recorder;  and  that  the  jury 

PiiRXT.  ,  . 

returned  a  verdict  of  105.  for  the  plaintiff.  The  Liver" 
pool  Court  of  Requests'  Act  {a)  provides  that,  where  the 
defendant  shall  plead  that  he  was  liable  to  be  warned 
or  summoned  before  the  said  Court  of  Requests,  and 
that  he  is  not  indebted  in  the  sum  of  405.,  if  the  judge 
or  judges  who  shall  try  the  cause  shall  not,  in  open 
court,  certify  on  the  back  of  the  record  that  there  was 
'a  probable  cause  of  action  for,  or  to  the  amount  or 
value  of  405.  or  more,  or  that  freehold  or  title  to  the 
plaintiff's  lands  principally  came  in  question,  the  plain- 
tiff shall  be  nonsuited,  and  the  defendant  be  entitled  to 
'  double  costs.     In  this  case,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  ap- 

plied for  a  certificate,  and  the  defendant's  counsel 
opposed  the  application:  but  the  Court  said  that  it 
was  a  case  where  they  would  certify.  The  clerk  to 
the  town-clerk,  after  the  cause  was  disposed  of,  pre- 
pared the  following  certificate:  —  "  I  do  hereby  certify 
that  the  within-named  plaintiff  had  a  probable  cause  of 
action  against  the  within-named  defendant,  to  the  amount 
of  405."  This  was  signed  by  the  recorder-  The  same 
clerk  says,  that  he  drew  the  record,  and  had  it  settled 
by  counsel,  as  it  originally  stood  before  the  amendment 
afterwards  mentioned  was  made  by  the  Court.  The 
clerk  afterwards  sent  off  a  transcript  of  the  record, 
under  the  seal  of  the  Court  below,  to  this  Court ;  but 
the  transcript  was  not  shewn  to  the  judges  below,  or  to 
the  recorder.     It  was  sent  in  an  incomplete  state,  for 

(a)  25  G.  2.  c.  43.  s,  7.  The  method  of  pleading  this  act  in  the 
Court  of  Passage  is  altered  by  stat.  4  &  5  fT.  4.  c.  zcii.  m.  1 1, 12.  (}oaX 
and  personal,  public). 

the 
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the  act  requires  the  certificate  to  be  given  in  open  18S4. 
court;  but  the  recital  in  the  transcript  was  the  follow-  " 
ing :  —  "  And  because,  it  appears  by  the  certificate  of  ngamst 
the  said  Court  before  whom  the  said  issues  were  tried, 
that  the  said  James  had  probable  cause  of  action,"  &c. 
The  transcript  was,  however,  an  accurate  copy  of  the 
record.  It  was  found  that  the  transcript  was  inoperative 
here.  Application  was  then  made  to  the  Court  below, 
to  alter  the  form  of  the  recital  of  the  certificate  in  the 
record.  The  Court  below  did  make  the  alteration,  and 
the  amended  entry  was  as  follows :  —  **  And  because  it 
appears  by  the  certificate  of  the  judges  of  the  said  court 
before  whom  the  said  issues  were  tried,  duly  made,  and 
certified  by  the  same  judges  in  open  court,  according  to 
the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  that  the  said 
James  had  probable  cause  of  action,"  &c. :  —  and  cer- 
tainly the  alteration  was  conformable  to  the  fact,  in  so 
far  as  it  stated  the  certificate  to  have  been  made  in  open 
court.  The  way  in  which  the  record  was  made  up 
was  this.  The  certificate  was  indorsed  by  the  town- 
clerk's  clerk  on  the  back  of  the  proceedings,  as  they 
stood  up  to  the  trial :  but  no  record,  strictly  speaking, 
is  ever  prepared  in  the  Borough  Court,  unless  in  obe- 
dience to  the  mandate  of  a  superior  court,  or  unless 
when  required  by  the  parties.  The  recorder  signed  the 
certificate,  indorsed  as  before  mentioned,  in  open  court; 
and  the  record  of  the  judgment  and  proceedings  at,  and 
previously,  and  subsequently  to  the  trial,  constituted  the 
record,  which  was  settled  by  counsel,  and  of  which  the 
transcript  was  subsequently  sent  to  this  Court  in  obe- 
dience to  the  writ  of  error.  The  record  below  was 
afterwards  amended  v/ith  the  express  assent  of  the  Court 
below,  and  in  obedience  to  its  direction. 

On   these  facts,   it  is  very  doubtful  what  was   the 

nature 
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1834.        nature  of  the  instrument  sent  up, — whether  it  must  be 
r  considered  as  a  transcript  of  the  record,  or  as  the  record 

0gainsi  itself.  In  some  parts  of  the  affidavits  it  is  called  a 
record,  and  in  others  a  transcript  The  general  rule  is, 
that  this  Court  will,  in  fit  cases,  amend  a  record,  but 
will  not  notice  a  transcript  If  this  be  presented  to  the 
Court  as  a  transcript  only,  the  case  is,  in  effect,  decided 
by  one  which  occurred  about  a  week  ago  {Salter  v. 
Slade  (a)) ,  where  this  Court  refused  to  amend.  If  it  be  a 
record,  then  there  are  precedents  of  this  Court  making 
amendments  in  amendable  cases;  that  is,  of  its  doing 
here  what  a  court  would  do  below,  having  authority  to 
amend.  But,  then,  it  is  doubtful  here  whether  the  case 
be  one  under  statute  8  H.  6.  c.  12.  and  c.  15.,  in  which 
the  Court  would  amend.  In  Comyns's  Digest  (5),  many 
instances  are  given  in  which  the  Court  will  amend,  and 
many  in  which  it  will  not  In  Morse  v.  James  {c)^  it 
was  held  that  the  inferior  court  could  not,  under  the 
statutes  of  Henry  6.,  amend  process ;  and  in  Wynne  v. 
Thomas  {d)j  the  Court  said,  that  they  would  not  amend 
a  writ  where  the  defect  was  not  the  misprision  of  the 
clerk.  The  word  *^  misprision  "  is  frequently  misapplied : 
it  is  not  every  error,  arising  from  mistake,  that  is  a 
misprision,  but  such  only  as  arises  from  any  carelessness 
or  negligence  of  the  clerk.  Here,  it  is  doubtful  whether 
there  has  been  any  carelessness  of  the  clerk.  The 
record,  in  its  original  state,  was  signed  by  the  recorder, 
and,  as  it  appears,  has  been  signed  by  the  recorder 
alone.  The  words  of  the  Court  of  Requests'  Act  are,- — 
'*  If  the  judge  or  judges,  who  shall  try  the  said  cause, 
shall  not  in  open  court  certify,  on  the  back  of  the  record." 
Now,  although  the  recorder,  in  fact,  tried  the  cause ;  yet 

(a)  Ante,  page  608.  {b)  See  under  Amaidmentf  from  Tto  V3« 

(cj  Wilfet,l25.  ((/;  UUles,  568. 

the 


IN  THE  Fourth  Ybar  of  WILLIAM  IV.  619 

the  trial  was  before  the  mayor  and  baili£fs,  who  alone  1834. 
are  the  legitimate  judges  of  the  court  It  should, 
therefore,  be  signed  by  them,  not  by  the  recorder;  and,  against 
consequently,  the  amendment  prayed  for  would  be  con- 
traiy  to  the  facts.  Therefore,  assisted  as  I  am  by  the 
judgment  of  the  C!ourt  in  Salter  v.  Sladey  I  think  this 
rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 

Joseph  Addison^  in  support  of  the  rule. 
CromptOTij  against  the  rule. 


Ward  against  Tummon.  ju^^d 

THE  defendant  was  arrested  on  a  capias,  in  an  action  Where  plaintiff 
•  1         1   •     •«•§  •        rr%t         /•»  1      •  •rrcBts  defend- 

on  promises,  at  the  plaintiff's  suit.    The  affidavit  to  ant  on  a  capias 
hold  to  bail  stated  the  debt  to  be  for  use  and  occu-  ^tnnifa!  and° 
pation.     The  plaintiff  afterwards  declared  in  covenant  ^^j^tjuie 
A  rule  was  thereupon  obtained,  calling  on  the  plaintiff  S^^act  s"^4. 
to  shew  cause  why  the  bail  should  not  be  dbchareed.  c.39.,wiiiaet 

•^  ^  ^     '   aside  the  de- 

and  the  proceedings  set  aside  for  irregularity.  daration,  but 

^  ^  O  /  will  not  dis- 

charge the  baU. 

Archbcldy  on  a  former  day  of  this  term,  shewed 
cause  (a)»  The  defendant  asks  for  too  much.  There 
is  no  objection  to  the  writ,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  his  bail.  As  to  the  declaration,  the  plaintiff 
may  be  considered  as  declaring  by  the  by,  for  a  different 
cause  of  action  from  that  specified  in  the  writ  (5).  This 
may  be  irregular,  perhaps,  since  the  late  Act  for  the 
Uniformity  of  Process ;  but  it  does  not  affect  the  writ 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C  J.  and  WiUiams  J.    1%  Slat. 
(&)  See,  however,  Tetherington  y.  G<fidins,  7  7.  R.  80. 

J.  L*  Adaiphtu 
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1834.  J.  L.  Adolphus  contra.    In  King  v.  Skeffington  (a),  the 


Ward 


writ  of  summons  was  in  an  action  of  trespass  on  the 
against  casc  uDon  promises.  and  the  notice  of  declaration  was 
in  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case ;  and  the  (Jourt  of 
Exchequer  held,  under  the  Act  for  Uniformity  of  Pro- 
cess, 2  W.  4.  c.  39.,  schedule.  No.  L,  that  the  proceed- 
ings were  irregular,  and  set  them  aside.  In  Thompson 
V.  Dicas  (A),  the  same  Court  held,  that,  since  that  act, 
the  writ  thereby  given  is  the  commencement  of  the 
suit  (c),.  and  must  specify  the  true  form  of  action;  and 
that  the  declaration  must  pursue  the  form  of  action  so 
specified.  The  declaration  there  was  set  aside,  being  in 
trespass,  whereas  the  writ  was  in  trespass  on  the  case. 
No  objection  of  this  kind  could  ever  be  successful,  if 
the  plaintiff,  on  its  being  taken,  might  allege  that  the 
declaration  was  by  the  by.  The  variance  between  the 
writ  and  declaration  discharges  the  bail.  [WiUiams  J. 
It  seems  to  me  that  you  are  asking  too  much.  I  ques- 
tion if  both  parts  of  the  rule  can  be  made  absolute.] 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  said :  —  We  think  you  are 
entitled  to  have  the  declaration  set  aside,  but  not  the 
bail  discharged. 

J*  It.  Adolphus  asked  if  the  rule  might  be  taken  in  the 
alternative. 

Lord  D£NMAN  C.J.  No:  we  think  the  bail  are  not 
entitled  to  be  discharged. 

Rule  absolute  for  setting  aside  the  declaration. 

(a)  I  Cro.  4-  Af.  363.     3  Tyr.  318. 

(b)  1  Cro,  4-  AT.  76«.     3  Tyr.  873. 

(c)  S,  P,  Alston  ▼.  UnderkUi,  I  Cro,  ^  M,  492.     3  Tyr.  427. 
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18S4. 


In  the  Matter  of  Arbitration  between  Charles  ^^j^* 

June  2(L 

Wright  and  Charles  Pole. 


CHARLES  WRIGHT,  proprietor  of  the  Ship  Inn  An  innkeeper 
"^      *  *  baYing  insored, 

at  Dover,  effected  an  insurance,  as  after-mentioned,  ag^nst  fire,  hb 

"  interest  in  the 

with  the  Sun  Fire  Office  Company.    In  Naoember  18S2,  inn  and 
a  fire  broke  out  on  the  insured  premises,  and   Wright  not,  upon  such 
claimed  compensation  from  the  company  for  the  loss  ^^n^^tatXy^ 
thereby  occasioned.     His  claim  being  objected  to,  the  J^nu'uie^tt. 
parties,  by  deed,  (which  was  afterwards  made  a  rule  of  *"^ncd  b^*" 
Court,)  referred  the  dispute  to  arbitration.     It  appeared  h»  hiring 

'  ^  ^^  other  premiies 

before  the  arbitrator  that,  by  the  policy  of  insurance,  while  his  own 

were  being 
Wright  and  another  (his  partner  when  the  policy  was  repaired,  and 
,.    ,     -    .  by  the  refusal 

signed)  had  insured,  among  other  tbmgs,   **  on  their  of  persons  to  go 
interest  only  in  the  said  Ship  Inn  and  offices,  1000/."  while  under 
By  virtue  of  this  clause,  Wright  made  the  following  de-  i^S^a^b^^ing 
mand  before  the  arbitrator: — "  Also  such  damafi:es  as  he  '®-»n«***^  **>• 

°  premises  in 

can  satisfy  the  arbitrator  he  has  sustained  under  the  claim  proper  time, 
delivered  to  the  Sun  Fire  Office  for  his  loss  in  his  interest 
in  the  said  Ship  Inn  and  offices;  such  damages  consisting 
in  rent  paid  by  him  to  his  landlord,  J.  M.  Fector,  Elsq., 
the  hire  of  other  houses  or  apartments  whilst  the  apart- 
ments damaged  in  such  inn  by  the  fire  were  undergoing 
the  necessary  repairs,  and  the  loss  or  damage  sustained 
by  him  by  reason  of  various  persons  refusing  or  declin- 
ing to  go  to  the  said  Ship  Inn  whilst  the  apartments  so 
damaged  were  undergoing  such  repair."  It  was  objected 
that  this  claim  was  not  maintainable,  for  that  the  interest 
insured  could  be  understood  only  to  mean  the  interest 
Wright  had  in  the  fabric  of  the  inn  and  offices,   by 

reason 
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18S4.       reason  of  the  improvements  and  additions  proved  to 
have  been  made  thereto  by  him,  and  by  his  father, 

In  the  Matter  of 

Wright  through  whom  he  derived  title  to  the  premises;  and 
that  in  respect  of  that  interest  he  had  no  claim,  the  inn 
and  offices  having  been  reinstated  in  pursuance  of  the 
policy,  as  Wright  admitted.  The  arbitrator  awarded 
that  450/.  was  due  from  Charles  Polcj  as  one  of  the 
managers  or  directors  of  the  Sun  Fire  Office  Company, 
to  the  said  Charles  Wright^  "  for  the  loss  he  has  sustained 
in  his  business  as  an  innkeeper,  by  not  being  able  to 
occupy  the  said  Ship  Inn  and  offices  during  the  time 
that  elapsed  between  the  fire  and  the  rebuilding  of  the 
said  premises."  He  also  awarded  a  sum  for  loss  on 
goods.  A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  for  setting 
aside  the  award, 

R.  V.  Richards  now  shewed  cause  (a).  The  insurance 
was  effected  on  fVrighfs  ^*  interest  in  the  Ship  Infi^"  and 
it  was  for  the  arbitrator  to  say  what  that  interest  was, 
and,  whether  there  was  a  loss  in  respect  of  it.  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  Do  you  contend,  that  if  he  had  carried 
on  business  at  another  inn  while  his  own  premises  were 
rebuilding,  and  had  gone  on  there  so  successfully 
as  to  be  no  loser  during  that  period,  he  would  have 
had  no  claim  now  in  respect  of  interest,  but  that,  if  less 
successful,  he  might  have  claimed  in  proportion  ?]  The 
question  would  always  have  been  for  the  arbitrator, 
whether  there  was  a  loss  within  the  meaning  of  the 
policy.  The  profits  of  the  business  were  clearly  in- 
surable.   [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  question  is,  whether 

(a)  The  award  was  disputed  on  more  than  one  ground ;  but  Kdfy  stat- 
ing, on  behalf  of  the  conapany,  that  they  were  willing  the  award  should 
stand  except  as  to  45021,  no  decision  was  given  on  any  other  point. 

they 


and  PoLz. 
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they  are  covered  by  the  insurance  actually  effected.]   In        1834. 
Crowley  v.  Cohen  ia\  Lord  Tenterden  said  that,  in  a       ''  . 

policy  of  insurance,  *^  although  the  subject-matter  of  the  Wkioht 
insurance  must  be  properly  described,  the  nature  of  the 
interest  may  in  general  be  left  at  large : "  Littledale  J. 
makes  a  similar  observation ;  Parke  J.  says,  **  the  par- 
ticular nature  of  the  interest  is  a  matter  which  only 
bears  on  the  amount  of  dafnages ;  it  is  never  specially 
set  out  in  a  policy ;"  and  Patteson  J.  adds,  <^  it  is  only 
necessary  to  state  accurately  the  subject-matter  insured, 
not  the  particular  interest  which  the  assured  has  in  it." 
In  Flint  \.  Uemyng  {b)  it  was  held,  that  a  ship-owner, 
on  an  insurance  of  freight,  might  recover  for  the  profits 
which  he  would  have'  made  by  carrying  his  own  goods. 
iTatmton  J.  The  profits  were  of  the  same  nature, 
whether  he  carried  his  own  goods  or  those  of  another.] 

Kelfyi  contra,  on  stating  that  he  should  not  dispute  the 
award  on  any  point  but  this,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  We  all  think  the  case  quite 
clear  on  this  point  The  interest  in  question  might  have 
been  the  subject  of  insurance,  but  an  arbitrator  cannot 
take  into  consideration  the  possible  profits  of  an  inn, 
under  the  shape  of  an  interest  in  buildings. 

Littledale  J.  concurred. 

Taumton  J.  If  a  party  would  recover  such  profits 
as  these,  he  must  insure  them  qu&  profits.  I  never 
heard  before  of  a  recovery  of  profits  of  a  business  as  an 

(«;  5B.^A<L  478.  (6)  1  B.  i  Ad.  45. 

inci-^ 


624  CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 

]  834.        incidental  part  of  the  loss,  under  an  insurance  upon  a 
^    "~        .  house  or  ship. 

In  the  Matter  of  ^ 

WmoHT 

•Dd    OLE.  Williams  J.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  for  setting  aside  the 
disputed  part  of  the  award. 


¥^^^  Johnson  against  Brazier,  Clerk, 

On  a  Pfoc^-  ''PHE  plaintiff  and  two  other  persons,  creditors  of  the 

Interpleader  defendant,  severally  obtained  warrants  of  seques- 

Act,attbe 

instance  of  a  tration  against  his  ecclesiastical  goods,  and  the  seques- 

leauestrator. 

to  settle  the  trator,  to  whom  the  said  warrants  were  directed,  began 

■equetuation'^  to  levy.     The  plaintiff's  warrants,  grounded  upon  writs 

bencac^**  *  of  levari  facias  in  two  suits,  one  in  this  Court,  and  th^ 

clergyman,  a  other  in  the  Common  Pleas,  were  the  first  in  point  of 

credttor  claimed  '                                         '^ 
under  a  war- 
rant of  attor* 


time;  but  the  executor  of  a  subsequent  creditor,  Mj/tton^ 
ney,  which         contested  their  validity,  and  gave  warning  to  the  Bishop 

appeared,  by 

memorandum     of  the  diocese  and  the  sequestrator,  not  to  pay  any  of  the 

indorsed,  tobe  .       i.,  %         ^  •     »m   ^  j  i  rr«i 

given  by  tbe  monies  levied  to  the  plamtin  Johnsons  account.  1  he 
UiTpuip^eTf  same  creditor  afterwards  obtained  a  rule  nisi  in  the 
amuiiufgranted  ^^^^^  ^^  Common  Pleas  for  setting  aside  the  seques- 
rJ ?f^J    ,      tration  founded  on  the  proceedings  in  that  court;  which 

Held,  that  the  '^  ^ 

creditor  need      ru!e  was  afterwards  discharged  upon  an  agreement  be- 
not  shew  the  . 
deed,  in  order     tween  the  parties.     The  creditor  who  had  moved  for 

to  prove  that  it 

was  free  from  the  rule  considered  himself  entitled,  by  the  terms  of 
stou  is^. "  ^^^^  agreement,  to  have  the  funds  levied  immediately 
nuuof atiora^  P**^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  "^®>  notwithstanding  the  sequestration 
fi^on^****  issued  in  the  suit  in  K.  B.,  and  he  threatened  the  se- 
'*g"l*'''  questrator  with  an  attachment  if  they  were  not  so  applied. 

The  sequestrator,  for  his  own  and  the  bishop's  protection, 
obtained  a  rule  of  this  Court,  calling  on  the  personal 

repre; 
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representatives  of  the  plaintiff  JoAnfon  (who  had  died),  1834. 
the  personal  representatives  of  Myttorij  and  the  third 
sequestration  creditor^  upon  notice  to  their  respective  against 
attorneys,  to  appear  before  this  Court,  and  state  the 
nature  and  particulars  of  their  respective  claims  to  the 
goods  seized  in  execution  under  the  above  writs  of 
levari  facias,  and  to  maintain  or  relinquish  the  same, 
and  to  shew  cause  why  the  Court  should  not  make  such 
order  respecting  the  same  as  to  it  should  seem  fit, 
pursuant  to  the  statute  (1  &  2  J^.  4.  c.  58.  s.  6.)  in  that 
case  made  and  provided,  and  in  the  meantime  all  pro- 
ceedings against  the  bishop  and  the  sequestrator  be 
stayed. 

It  appeared  by  affidavits  filed  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
JohnsorCs  representatives,  in  answer  to  this  application, 
that  his  execution,  in  the  suit  in  this  Court,  issued  upon 
a  judgment  entered  up  on  a  warrant  of  attorney.  The 
warrant  of  attorney  was  in  the  common  form,  and  had  a 
memorandum  indorsed,  stating  that  it  was  given  to 
secure  an  annuity  granted  by  the  defendant  for  the  term 
of  his  natural  life,  described  in  an  indenture,  of  even 
date  with  the  warrant  of  attorney,  made  between  the 
defendant  and  the  plaintiff  Johnson^  whereby  it  was 
agreed  that  judgment  should  be  entered  up  on  the 
warrant  of  attorney,  but  no  execution  issue  thereon  till 
the  annuity  should  have  been  in  arrear  fourteen  days 
after  any  of  the  days  of  payment  in  the  said  indenture 
mentioned ;  but  in  case  of  such  arrear,  execution  might 
be  sued  out  for  recovery  of  the  amount,  and  all  costs 
occasioned  by  nonpayment 

Sir  James  Scarlett  now  shewed  cause  on  behalf  of  the 

representatives  of  Mytlon.    The  warrant  of  attorney,  in 

Vol.  I.  T  t  this 


Brazibk. 
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1834.  this  casey  is  not  an  independent  security,  but  refers  to  a 
deed.    If  that  deed  create  a  charge  upon  the  benefice, 

agaifui  which  the  warrant  of  attorney  is  given  to  enforce,  the 
warrant  of  attorney  and  sequestration  are  void ;  an^ 
they  cannot  be  hdd  good  till  the  deed  is  produced  to 
satisfy  the  Court  that  they  are  so. 

Adams  Serjt.  and  FoUett^  for  the  representatives  of 
Johnson,  It  is  established,  that  if  the  warrant  of  attorney, 
in  a  case  like  this,  be,  upon  the  face  of  it,  free  from 
objection,  a  judgment  entered  up  on  it  is  available  for 
recovering  arrears  of  the  annuity :  not  so,  if  the  warrant 
of  attorney  refer  to  a  deed  which  is  void  under  IS  I^iz. 
C.20.  5.1.,  as  charging  the  benefice,  and  incorporate 
the  terms  of  that  deed ;  Flight  v.  Salter  (a),  Gibbons  v. 
Hooper  (&),  Kirlew  v.  Butts  (r),  Britten  v.  Wait  {d)^  and 
Colebrooke  v.  JLayton  (e),  shew  the  distinction  (g).  The 
plaintiff  JbAnson  is  not  bound  to  shew  that  the  indenture, 
in  this  case,  is  free  from  objection;  and  if  it  were 
objectionable,  the  warrant  of  attorney  is  still  good. 

IL  V.  Richardsj  for  the  Bishop  and  the  sequestrator, 
was  not  heard. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  There  is  no  ground  laid  for 
requiring  the  production  of  this  deed. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  A  party 
has  no  right  to  come  into  this  court,  as  into  a  court  of 
equity,  with  a  bill  of  discovery. 

(a)  IB.  4:  Ad.  673.  {b)  S  J3.  ^  Ad.  734. 

(c)  2B.^  Ad.  736.  note  (6).  [d)  5  B.  i  Ad.  915. 

((?)  4B.iAd.  578. 

(g)  See  also  Naoland  y.  Watkin,  9  B'mg*  113.,  and  Fedreloth  y.  6«r- 
ney,  9  Bing.  622. 

Taunton 
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Taunton  and  Williams  Js.  concurred. 

The  Court  ordered,  that  the  Bishop  or  sequestrator        agcdntt 
do  pay  over  the  money  now  in  the  hands  of  the  seques- 
trator under  the  writ  of  sequestration  issued  in  this  cause, 
to  the  representatives  of  the  flainlxff  Johnson. 


The  King  against  Wilson.  Monday, 

^  June  2d. 

Al    writ  of  certiorari,  of  Michaelmas  term  last,  was  A  convicUon 
directed  to  two  magistrates  of  Leicestershire^  com-  s/r.  6.  c/9. 
manding  them  to  send  up  all  and  singular  records  of  ^mlm^Z' 
conviction  under  their  hands  and  seals,  whereby  John  inVJt^''irto^^ 
WUson  was  convicted  of  unlawfully,  and  with  strong  J^J^it^n^^^® 
hand  and  armed  power,  detaininir  the  possession  of  a  ^  unlawful 

*^  or  ejectment,  and 

certain  messuage  in,  &c.  against  the  statute,  &c.,  and  ^  forcible  de- 

j«     1       1   /•  t       /«•  1         ^  tainer  by  the 

adjudged  for  such  offence  to  pay  a  penalty  of  5/.;  and  defendant;  that 
also  an  inquisition  holden  at,  &c.  on,  &c,  touching  the  penLn^id^ew,'' 
said  forcible  detainer,  and  all  proceedings  had  thereon,  fondanUb^*" 
with  all  things  touching  the  same,  as  fully  and  perfectly  ^"^r^^***"o"^' 
as  they  had  been  taken  before  them  (the  lustices),  or  *he  complaint, 

•^  ^         -^  '•  and  that  he  was 

any  of  them,  and  then  remained  in   the   custody  or  ^ereforecon- 

-^  Tictedbythem 

power  of  them   or  any  of  them.      To  this  writ  the  of  forcible  de- 

j    i_  .     .  S  .         .  .  .  toiner  by  their 

magistrates  returned  the  conviction  and  inquisition,  with  own  view.  The 

defendant  gave 
a  written  notice 
*.  ..,..^  ,..  ^  the  justices, 

after  the  convicuon,  denying  die  force,  and  complainant*!  possession.  On  an  inquisition 
afterwards  had,  the  jury  found  a  seisin  in  fee  by  the  complainant,  and  an  unlawful  entry, 
ejection,  and  forcible  detainer.  The  justices  indorsed  upon  the  inquisition  a  memorandum^ 
oT  having  reseised  the  premises  and  put  the  complainant  into  possession.  The  conviction, 
inquisition,  and  memorandum  having  been  returned  by  the  justices  to  a  certiorari,  requir' 
ing  a  return  of  the  conviction  and  inquisition,  and  all  things  touching  the  same,  this  Court 
refused  to  grant  a  mandamus  to  amend  the  return  by  returning  the  information,  and  by 
returning  on  the  face  of  the  conviction  the  evidence  given  touching  the  entry,  and  the  facu 
touching  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  on  the  view,  it  not  being  suggested  in  affidavit  that 
any  evidence  was  received  by  tlie  magistrates  on  the  view.  The  Court  gave  no  opinion  as 
to  the  validity  of  the  conviction. 

T  t  3  a  me- 
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1834.  a  memorandum  indorsed  on  the  latter.  The  conviction 
was  as  follows:  —  ^^Leicestershire  (to  wit):    Be  it  re- 

a^wu  membered,  that  on,  &c,  at  Market  Harbarougk  in  the 
county  of  L.  aforesaid,  Thomas  Bates  and  John  Stiles 
complain  to  us,  the  Rev.  Edward  Griffin,  clerk,  and 
William  de  Capell  Brooke,  Esq.,  two  justices,  &c^  as- 
signed, &c.,  that  John  Wilson,  late  of,  8c&,  into  the 
messuage  of  them  the  said  Thomas  Bates  and  John  Stiles, 
situate  in  the  parish  of  M.  H.,  and  being  the  messuage 
situate  between  the  house  in  M.  H^  in  the  occupation, 
&c.,  and  the  house  in  M*  H.  aforesaid,  in  the  occupation, 
&&,  did,  on,  &c.,  enter,  and  them  the  said  T.  B.  and 
(7. 5.,  from  the  messuage  aforesaid,  whereof  the  said  T.  B. 
and  J.  S.,  at  the  time  of  the  entry  aforesaid,  were  seised 
to  them  and  their  heirs  in  their  demesne  as  of  fee, 
unlawftdly  ejected,  expelled,  and  amoved,  and  the  said 
messuage  from  them  the  said  T.  B.  and  J.  S.  unlawfully 
with  strong  hand  and  armed  power,  doth  yet  hold  and 
from  them  detain,  against  the  form  of  the  statute,  &c. : 
whereupon  the  said  T.  B.  and  J.  S.  then,  to  wit,  on,  &c., 
at,  &c.,  pray  of  us,  so  as  aforesaid  being  justices,  that  a 
due  remedy  be  provided  to  them  in  this  behalf,  accord- 
ing to  the  form  of  the  statute  aforesaid ;  which  complaint 
and  prayer  by  us  the  aforesaid  justices  being  heard,  we 
the  aforesaid  Edicard  Griffin  and  William  de  Capell 
Brooke  to  the  messuage  aforesaid  personally  have  come, 
a?id  do  there  find  and  see  the  said  John  Wilson  the  qfore» 
said  messuage  with  force  and  arms  unlcnofully  with  strong 
hand  and  armed  power  detaining,  against  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case,  &c.,  according  as  they  the  said  T.  B. 
a7id  J.  S.  so  as  aforesaid  have  unto  us  complained:  there- 
fore it  is  considered  by  us  the  aforesaid  justices,  that  the 
aforesaid  John  Wilson  of  the  detaining  aforesaid  with 

strong 
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stror^  handf  ly  our  awn  proper  view  then  and  there  as  ISS^. 
aforesaid  had,  is  convicted  according  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  aforesaid :  whereupon  we  the  justices  aforesaid  agidnti 
do  set  and  impose  a  fine  of  5/.,  to  be  paid  by  him  to  our 
said  Sovereign  Lord  the  King  for  the  said  ofience,  and 
do  cause  him  then  and  there  to  be  arrested ;  and  the 
said  John  Wilson^  being  convicted  upon  our  own  proper 
view  of  the  detaining  aforesaid  with  strong  handj  as  afore- 
said, by  us  the  aforesaid  justices  is  committed  to  the 
gaol  of  our  said  Lord  the  King  at,  &c.,  being  the  next 
gaol  to  the  messuage  aforesaid,  there  to  abide  until  he 
shall  have  paid  the  said  fine  to  our  said  Lord  the  King 
for  his  offence  aforesaid :  concerning  which  the  premises 
aforesaid,  we  do  make  thb  our  record.  In  witness 
whereof^  &c.  (Signed  and  sealed  by  the  two  justices).'' 
The  inquisition  purported  to  be  taken  on  the  10th  of 
September  by  the  oaths  of  twelve,  &c.,  before  the  above- 
named  justices  and  another,  and  expressly  found  a 
lawful  and  peaceable  seizin  in  fee  of  the  premises,  by 
Bates  and  Stiles^  and  an  unlawful  entry,  ejection, 
expulsion,  and  amoval,  and  an  unlawful  holding  and 
detainer  with  strong  hand  and  armed  force,  by  Wilson. 
On  this  inqusition  the  following  memorandum  was 
indorsed:  —  '^  County  of  Leicester:  Be  it  remembered, 
that  we  Edward  Griffin^  and  John  WetheraUj  clerks, 
and  William  de  Capell  Brooke^  Esquire,  justices  in  the 
within  inquisition  named,  did,  this  10th  day,  &c., 
personally  go  to  the  messuage  and  other  the  premises  in 
the  within  written  inquisition  mentioned,  and  did  reseize 
the  same,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  did  restore  and 
put  the  within  named  Thomas  Bates  and  John  Stiles  into  « 

full  possession  thereof,  according  as   they  before  the 
T  t  3  entry 
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1834.       entry  and  forcible  detainer  thereof  by  John  Wilson^  in 
the  said  inquisition  mentioned,  were  seized,  according  to 

The  Kivo  ^  . 

anaimt       the  form  of  the  statutes  in  such  case,  &C    Giyen,  &c. 
(Signed  and  sealed  by  the  three  justices)." 

In  Hilary  term  last,  M.  D.  Hill  obtained  a  rule, 
calling  upon  the  three  justices  last  mentioned  to  shew 
(fause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue^  commanding 
them  to  amend  the  return  to  the  ceitiorari,  by  returning 
the  information  on  which  this  conviction  was  founded, 
and  also  by  setting  forth  on  the  face  of  the  oonyiction 
the  evidence  which  was  given  before  them  touching  the 
entry  into  the  premises  therein  mentioned,  and  also  the 
facts  touching  the  conduct  of  the  deFendant  on  the  view 
had  by  the  justices,  and  on  which  facts  they  adjudged 
the  defendant  to  be  guilty  of  the  forcible  detainer  in  the 
conviction  mentioned ;  and  also  the  depositions  taken  on 
the  inquisition.  The  affidavits  upon  which  the  rule  was 
obtained  suggested  certain  particulars  as  to  the  conduct 
of  Wilson  at  the  time  of  the  view,  and  also  as  to  the 
evidence  given  at  the  inquisition ;  and  it  appeared  from 
them  that,  after  the  conviction  and  before  the  inquisi- 
tion, Wilson  served  one  of  the  magistrates  with  a  written 
notice,  containing  a  traverse  of  the  force  alleged  to  have 
been  used  by  him  <*  touching  the  possession  of  the  said 
premises,"  and  containing  also  an  allegation  that  &iles 
and  Baies  were  never  in  possession  of  the  premises,  but 
had  intruded  themselves  thereon.  It  further  appeared 
by  the  affidavits,  that,  after  the  inquisition,  the  defend- 
ant was  put  out  of  the  premises,  and  possession  given  to 
Stiles  and  Bates.  But  it  was  not  suggested  that  any 
evidence  was  given  to  the  justices  at  the  time  of  the  view 
upon  which  the  conviction  was  made. 

Humfrey 
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Humfirey  and  FoUett  now  shewed  cause.    The  statute        1834. 


Tbe  Kino 


3  6. 4.  c.  23.  5. 1.  gives  a  general  form  of  conviction 
for  cases  where  no  particular  form  has  been  directed;  agniat 
and  the  general  form  sets  out  the  evidence.  But  this  is 
a  conviction  under  the  statute  8  Hen.  6.  c.  9.,  the  second 
section  of  which  enlarges  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
IS  Bach.  2.  c  2^  recited  in  the  first  section;  and  the 
efiect  of  the  two  sections  is,  that  the  justice  or  justices, 
upon  complaint  made  of  forcible  entry  or  holding  of 
lands,  tenements,  or  other  possessicxis,  are  to  go  to  the 
place  where  such  force  is  made;  and  if  they  or  he  find 
any  persons  holding  such  place  forcibly,  such  persons 
shall  be  taken  and  put  into  the  next  gaol,  there  to  re- 
main convict  by  the  record  of  the  same  justices  or  jus- 
tice, until  they  have  made  fine  and  ransom  to  the  king. 
There  is,  therefore,  no  evidence  required,  except  the 
finding  of  the  justices  upon  view ;  and  such  finding  is 
expressly  set  forth  in  this  conviction.  Supposing  oral 
evidence  to  have  been  given  for  the  defendant,  the  jus- 
tices upon  the  view  might  find  against  it,  though 
uncontradicted,  and  convict  accordingly.  In  Bex  v. 
Oaklei^{a)  a  conviction  was  quashed,  because  neither 
the  complaint  nor  conviction  alleged  an  unlawful  ejec- 
tion, which,  as  Patteson  J.  there  pointed  out  (6),  was  con- 
tamed  in  the  precedent  in  Bex  v.  ElweU  (c).  Here  the 
conviction  recites  that  the  complaint  was  of  an  unlawful 
ejection  and  forcible  detainer,  and  states  that  the  jus- 
tices found  an  unlawful  and  forcible  detainer  on  the 
view,  according  to  the  complaint,  which  is  thus  em- 
bodied in  the  conviction;  and  the  statute  gives  the 
justices  power  to  convict  upon  the  view  of  a  forcible 

(a)  4  fl.  4  Ad.  507.    8.  C.  1  Nev,  4f  M.  58.        (h)  A  B.  i  Ad.  314. 
(c)  S  Ld.  Raym.  1514.     9  X</.  JZoym.  360. 

T  t  4  holding. 
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1884.  holding,  after  such  complaint  made.  But,  when  the 
conviction  is  upon  the  view  of  the  justices*  there  can  be 

The  Kino  .,  ^  ^  77  . 

against  no  evidence  to  set  out.  The  answer  of  the  magistrates 
to  the  mandamus  would  be,  that  they  did  not  act  upon 
evidence  at  all,  but  on  their  own  view.  Besides,  the 
inquisition  shews  the  fact  of  the  unlawful  entry ;  and 
by  Stat  S  G.  4.  c.  2S.  5.3.,  mere  want  of  form  is  not 
sufficient  ground  for  setting  aside  a  conviction  when  the 
merits  have  been  gone  into,  and  when  there  has  been, 
either  no  appeal,  or  an  affirmation  of  the  conviction 
on  appeal ;  and  the  trial  on  this  inquisidon  may  be  con- 
sidered to  be  in  the  nature  of  an  appeal  from  the  first 
conviction. 

M.  D.  Hilly  in  support  of  tlie  rule.  The  application 
here  is,  not  to  quash  the  conviction,  but  to  have  the 
facts  set  out  by  the  magistrates.  It  is  clear  that,  if  any 
unlawful  entry  took  place,  the  view  was  subsequent  to 
that,  and  upon  that  view  nothing  could  appear  but  the 
forcible  detainer.  Now,  it  is  admitted  that  a  forcible 
detainer  is  not  sufficient  If  there  has  been  no  evidence 
besides  the  view,  the  magistrates  should  so  return. 
Then  the  opinion  of  the  Court  could  be  taken  as  to  the 
propriety  of  the  conviction;  at  present  it  cannot;  Bex 
V.  Justices  of  Cashiobuty  (a).  It  does  not  appear,  by  the 
return  to  this  certiorari,  what  ground  the  magistrates 
proceeded  upon.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  You  say,  that 
either  the  justices  saw  the  forcible  entry,  in  which  case 
they  may  set  out  that  they  did  so ;  or  they  did  not  see 
it,  and  then  the  conviction  is  bad.]  At  any  rate,  the 
return  should  shew  whether  the  magistrates  have  pro- 

(a)  3D,iB.  55. 

ceeded 
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ceeded  upon  any,  and  if  so  what,  eyidence  of  unlawful 
entry,  or  have  thought  such  evidence  unnecessary.   The 
statute  S  G.  4.  c.  23.  8.1.  is  imperative;  and  the  Court       »gintut 
requires  the  material  evidence  to  be  very  exactly  set 
out ;  In  re  Rix  (a).    This  is  not  a  defect  of  form. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  In  the  case  In  re  Rix  (a),  there 
must  have  been  some  aflSdavit,  shewing  that  there  had 
been  evidence  given  which  was  not  exactly  set  out  in 
the  conviction.  So,  in  Rex  v.  Wamford{b\  it  was  appa- 
rent upon  the  face  of  the  conviction  that  the  evidence 
was  set  out,  not  according  to  the  words  actually  used, 
but  according  to  the  technical  construction  of  its  result. 
But  here  the  conviction  does  not  set  out  evidence  at  all ; 
and  the  Court  is  asked  to  require  the  justices  to  do  so. 
That  which  did  take  place  is  effectually  set  out ;  and 
the  question,  whether  the  proceeding  be  good  or  not, 
may  be  discussed  as  the  conviction  now  stands. 

LiTTLXDALB  J.  As  far  as  the  mere  inquisition  is 
concerned,  there  might,  perhaps,  be  no  harm  in  having 
all  that  relates  to  it  set  out  But  as  to  the  rest,  the 
justices  are  authorised  by  the  statute  to  go  to  the  place ; 
and  if  they  find  a  forcible  holding,  they  are  to  convict* 
It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  left  to  them  to  ascertain  the 
fact  upon  their  own  view,  and  that  they  are  not  bound 
to  set  out  any  evidence.  Whether  the  conviction  be 
good  or  not,  I  dq  not  say. 

Taunton  J.  The  rule  calls  upon  the  justices  to 
amend  the  return  to  the  certiorari,  as  to  the  conviction, 

(a)  AD.^R.  359.  (h)  5  D.  i  R.  489. 

in 
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18S4-.        in  three  particulars.    First,  to  return  the  information  on 
V~~       which  the  conviction  was  founded.   I  think  that  is  abready 

The  Kino  ^  ... 

againtt        retumcd  in  substance  by  the  recital  in  the  conviction* 

WlLMN.  '' 

Secondly,  to  set  forth  on  the  face  of  the  conviction  the  evi- 
dence which  was  given  before  them  touching  the  entry  into 
the  premises.  But  it  appears  by  the  convicdon  already, 
that  they  proceeded  upon  their  own  view.  Thirdly,  to 
set  forth  on  the  face  of  the  conviction  the  facts  touching 
the  conduct  of  Wilson  on  the  view  had,  on  which  facts 
they  adjudged  him  to  be  guilty  of  the  forcible  detainer. 
But  it  does  not  appear  that  they  have  convicted  upon 
any  such  facts :  the  conviction  purports  to  be  made  on 
view ;  so  that,  if  we  were  to  comply,  we  might  be  calling 
on  them  to  do  what  they  cannot  do.  I  think,  there- 
fore, that  we  ought  not  to  grant  this  mandamus,  on  the 
mere  speculation  that  the  evidence  called  for  exists.  I 
am,  however,  not  to  be  considered  as  pronouncing  any 
opinion  respecting  the  validity  of  the  conviction. 

Williams  J.  I  am  of. the  same  opinion.  There 
are  no  facts  wanted,  and  none  that  appear  to  be  pur- 
posely kept  back.  In  the  case  first  cited  in  support  of 
the  rule,  the  affidavits  suggested  the  deficiency:  here 
the  justices,  whether  right  or  wrong,  have  stated  that 
they  convicted  on  the  view.  Indeed  the  object  of  the 
application  seems  to  have  been  to  obtain  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  as  to  the  goodness  of  the  conviction. 

Rule  discharged. 
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18S4. 

Doyle  against  Anderson.  fj^la. 

Doyle  against  Stewart. 

nf^HESE  were  actions  on  the  same  policy  of  insurance.  Where  a  plain- 

A     ^  .  tiffbrings 

Nine  other  actions  had  been  brought  on  the  same  wrerml  actiom 

policy,  and  the  eleven  had  been  consolidated  upon  the  ^^ofas^^ 

usual  terms,  that  the  proceedings  in  ten  should  be  stayed,  w▼e^U^llDd0^^ 

the  defendants  severally  undertaking  to  be  bound  by  the  J^^J^[^u*not 

verdict  in  the  eleventh  (a).    The  defendant  obtained  a  ^i^out  the 

^  cooMot  of  the 

verdict  in  this  eleventh,  Dqyle  v.  Dallas  (6),  and  costs  plaintiff,  make 

a  consolidation 

were  taxed  against  the  plaintiff;  but  they  had  not  been  rule  upon  the 
paid,  and  the  plaintiff  was  in  prison  for  debt,  and  had  plaintiff  and 
applied  for  relief  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act.  b^undln^ali  "^ 
The  plaintiff  proceeded  in  another  of  the  eleven  actions,  |SeeTen"of^ 
Doyle  V.  Douglas^  and  obtained  a  verdict,  and  the  costs  ^"^* 
were  taxed  and  paid  by  the  defendant  in  that  action. 
Afterwards  the  plaintiff  proceeded  in  the  other  nine 
actions.     Mavkf  in  Easter  term  last,  obtained  a  rule,  on 
affidavits  of  the  above  facts,  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to 
shew  cause  why  the  proceedings  in  Doyle  v.  Stewart 
should  not  be  stayed,  upon  the  submission  of  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant  in  that  action,  to  be  bound  and  concluded 
by  the  verdict  which  might  be  obtained  in  Doyle  v. 
Anderson.      The  plaintiff  agreed,   that   if  the   Court 
granted  such  a  rule  in  these  two  actions,  the  like  rules 
should  be  made  in  the  other  seven. 

(a)  See  DoyU  ▼.  Dtmglai^  A  B.  i  Ad.  541.         (6)  1  M.  4;  Rob,  48. 

Kelly 
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18S4.  Kelbf  now  shewed  cause.    The  Court  has  no  power 


DOTU 


to  compel  the  submission  of  the  plaintiff  as  required  by 
agpinu  this  rule.  The  submission  of  the  defendant  has  always 
been  made  a  part  of  the  consolidation  rule,  because  he 
seeks  an  indulgence,  which  is  granted  to  him  upon  his 
consenting  to  the  terms  imposed.  Here  the  plaintiff 
seeks  no  indulgence^  and  refuses  his  consent  The 
very  terms  in  which  the  rule  is  drawn,  shew  that  the 
consent  of  the  plaintiff  is  necessary ;  but  that  consent 
cannot  be  exacted  from  him.  He  obtains  no  benefit 
by  the  consolidation.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  plain- 
tiff's proceedings  in  these  two  causes  have  been  vex- 
atious :  he  may  have  better  evidence  for  the  one  cause 
than  for  the  other;  and  this  is  shewn  by  the  results  of  the 
two  actions  of  Doyle  v.  Dallas  and  Doyle  v.  Douglas. 
But,  even  if  he  had  proceeded  vexatiously,  the  Court 
would  not  interfere  to  the  extent  required  by  this  rule. 
Supposing  the  rule  to  be  made  absolute,  as  it  is  now 
worded,  the  object  sought  would  not  be  attained :  for 
the  staying  of  the  proceedings  is  made  to  depend  on  the 
submission  of  the  plaintiff,  which  he  may  refuse.  The 
language  of  the  Court  in  Dm/le  v.  D(ndglas{a)  shews 
that  the  plaintiff  is  not  to  be  bound  by  the  consolidation 
rule. 

Maule  in  support  of  the  rule.  If  the  terms  of  the 
rule  be  inaccurate,  they  may  be  modified  so  as  to  ex- 
press the  real  intention,  which  is,  that  the  proceedings 
in  Doyle  v.  Stewart  should  be  stayed,  and  that  both 
parties  in  that  action  should  be  concluded  by  the  event 
of  Doyle  v.  Anderson.    The  understanding  has,  certainly, 

(a)  4B.  i  Ad.  546. 

for 
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for  a  long  time  been,  that  both  parties  were  bound  by  18S4. 
the  consolidation  rule,  although  the  rule,  as  ordinarily 
drawn,  has  not  so  expressed  it  Neither  is  ^ch  an  ex- 
ercise of  the  power  of  the  Court  unprecedented  in  cases 
of  vexatious  proceedings.  Substantially,  there  are  but 
two  parties  to  the  whole  set  of  actions,  the  assured  on 
the  one  side,  and  the  body  of  assurers  on  the  other : 
and  the  object  of  the  consolidation  rule  has  always  been, 
that  in  this  case,  as  in  other  actions,  a  single  trial  may 
decide  that  which  is,  in  fact,  only  a  single  question. 
The  rule  is  the  creature  of  the  Court;  and  therefoili 
the  Court  has  power  to  determine  its  conditions  and 
effect.  If  circumstances  require  an  alteration  in  its 
form,  the  Court  is  competent  to  make  it;  and  the 
alteration  in  the  pleadings  in  actions  on  policies,  intro- 
duced by  the  new  rules,  will  probably  render  it  neces- 
sary to  alter  the  practice  as  to  consolidation  rules,  since 
much  of  what  was  formerly  given  in  evidence  under  the 
general  issue,  must  now  be  specially  pleaded.  Accord- 
ing to  the  present  practice,  the  consolidation  rule  cannot 
be  made  till  after  issue  joined :  if  this  practice  be  ad- 
hered to,  the  costs  of  the  special  pleas  and  other  plead- 
ings to  issue,  which  must  be  included  in  the  action 
against  each  underwriter,  will  cause  a  great  and  useless 
increase  in  the  expense  of  the  proceedings.  The  de- 
fendants do  not  ask  for  an  indulgence,  but  only  for  that 
which  justice  requires  to  be  done.  If  it  is  just,  the  only 
question  is,  whether  the  Court  has  the  power  of  doing 
it ;  and  the  Court  has  the  power,  by  staying  the  pro- 
ceedings, and  that  without  the  consent  of  the  parties. 
In  an  ordinary  consolidation  rule,  the  proceedings  are 
stayed  on  the  consent  of  the  defendant  to  be  bound  by 
the  event  of  the  cause  tried,  without  any  consent  on 

the 
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the  part  of  the  plaintifil  They  are,  indeed,  only  stayed 
till  after  the  trial ; .  but  the  Court  might,  on  the  same 
principle,  stay  them  indefinitely,  or  till  the  plidntifF 
consented. 


Per  Curiam  (a).  We  think  that  we  cannot  comply 
with  this  application.  We  might,  perhaps,  hare  been 
glad  to  find  that  we  had  such  a  power ;  bat  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  rule  has  always  been,  that  a  party  asking 
for  a  favour  must  pay  a  price  for  it.  It  may  be^  that 
fhe  proceeding  is  also  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff; 
but  we  cannot  force  a  party  to  accept  a  benefit  for  which 
he  does  not  ask,  and  impose  conditions  upon  him  for  so 
doing. 

Rule  discharged. 

(ff)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Liitledale,  Taunton,  and  Wittietms  Js. 


Mttnday, 
June  'Jd, 


Whitakeu  against  Edmunds. 


In  an  action 
on  a  bill  of 
exchange  by 
a  third  in- 
dorsee againtt 
the  acceptor, 
the  defendant 
cannot  put  ttie 
plaintiff  to 
prove  cOnsider- 


A  SSUMPSIT  by  the  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
against  the  acceptor.     The  declaration  stated  the 
bill  to  be   payable  four  months  after  date ;  and  to  have 
been  drawn  by  Rawley^  payable  to  his  own  order,  and 
indorsed  by  him  to  Cooke^  by  Cooke  to  Shields^  and  by 
ti!r,\7giWng    Shields  to  the  plaintiff.      The  defendant  pleaded  the 
elidlTnw^to        general  issue,  and  gave  notice  of  disputing  the  consider- 

fthew  the  want 
of  it,  merely 

as  between  the  drawer  and  his  indorsee,  and  each  subsequent  indorser  and  indorsee ;  but 
he  must  also  shew  the  want  of  consideration  as  between  himself  and  the  drawer.  And  for 
this  purpose,  it  Is  not  enough  to  prore  that  the  draxter,  on  the  day  before  the  maturity  of 
the  bill,  procured  all  the  indorsements  to  be  made  without  consideration,  in  order  that  the 
action  might  be  brought  by  an  indorsee,  on  the  understandmg  that  the  money^  when  reco- 
Tered,  should  be  divided  between  one  of  the  indorsees  and  the  drawer. 


ation. 


EOMUICDS. 
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atioD.  On  the  trial  (a)  before  Patteson  J.,  at  the  Middlesex        1 8S4. 

sittings  in  this  term,  the  making  of  (he  bill,  the  indorse-       

ment,  and  the  acceptance  were  proved.  The  defendant  against 
gave  primS  facie  evidence  to  negative  consideration  be- 
tween Batssley  and  Cooke^  Cooke  and  Shields^  and  Shields 
and  the  plaintiff.  The  only  facts  proved  to  negative 
consideration  between  the  defendant  and  Rcmley^  were 
the  following:  —  A  witness  stated  that,  on  the  day 
before  that  on  which  the  bill  became  due,  Bonoley  asked 
him  to  discount  the  bill ;  that  he  refused,  but  offered  to 
introduce  Boftdey  to  a  person  who  would  discount  it; 
that,  accordingly,  he  afterwards  introduced  Mondey  to 
Shields^  who  agreed  to  sue  upon  the  bill,  provided 
another  name  were  put  to  it ;  that,  thereupon  Bcmiei/ 
called  Cooke  from  an  adjoining  room,  that  Cooke  and 
Shields  indorsed,  and  it  was  agreed  that,  when  the 
money  was  obtained,  Rcmiey  and  Shields  should  divide 
it  between  them.  The  learned  Judge  considered  these 
&cts  not  sufficient  to  put  the  plaintiff  upon  proof  of 
consideration,  because  the  defendant  had  not  shewn 
that  there  was  no  consideration  between  the  drawer  and 
acceptor,  and  because  these  facts  did  not  amount  to  a 
fraud  which  disqualified  the  holder  from  suing;  and 
he  held  that  the  defendant  must  go  further,  and  shew 
what  passed  between  the  acceptor  and  drawer.  The 
plaintiff  had  a  verdict,  without  any  proof  of  consider- 
ation being  given  by  him. 

Hoggifis  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial 
bad.     The  circumstance  of  two  additional  parties  being 

(a)  SeeS^Cui  N.  P.,  1  M.  i  Rob.  566. 

procured 
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18S4.       procured  to  the  bill  by  the  drawer,  on  the  day  before 


Whitakkr 


its  maturity,  for  the  purpose  of  suing  upon  it,  and  the 
agauut        agreement  that  one  of  the  indorsers  should  hare  a  share 

Udmuwds* 

of  the  money  recovered,  are  at  least  evidence  from  which 
a  jury  might  infer,  either  that  the  drawer,  who  up  to  that 
day  was  the  sole  party,  had  not  himself  a  good  ground 
of  action,  and,  not  being  able  to  sue  upon  the  bill,  could 
not  communicate  such  a  right,  upon  this  state  of  facts, 
to  an  indorsee ;  or  else,  that  there  was  fraud,  to  which 
the  drawer  was  privy ;  and,  if  so,  the  plaintiff  ought  to 
have  proved  the  consideration ;  Heath  v.  Sansom  (a). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J«  It  does  not  appear  but  that  the 
defendant  actually  owed  the  amount  of  the  bill  to  the 
drawer;  and  if  he  did,  that  which  passed  on  the  transfer 
of  the  bill  to  the  intermediate  parties,  cannot  be  a 
defence. 

'     LiTTLEDALE,  Taunton,  and  Williams  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  ^B.^Ad.  S91. 
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Weight  and  Another  against  Dewes,  Qheatle,  J^*'"^'' 
and  Others. 


"PJECLARATION  in  trespass ;  first  count  for  break-  A  tenant's 

JL^   ,  growing  crops^ 

ing  and  entering  plaintiffs'  close  at  ChUcote^  and  taken  in  ezecu- 

^  •  ,  .  ,  .  tion  and  sold. 

cutting  down,  reaping,  and  carrying  away  ten  acres  and  remaining 
of  wheat,  his  property,  there  growing;  second  count  for  mlges^'^^ion- 
cutting  down  and  carrying  away  five  acres  of  wheat  of  ^  ^"®  ^^^^ 
tlife  plaintifis,  growing  and  being  in  a  certain  field  in  being  rwped, 
ChUadej  &c     Plea,  the  general  issue.     The  cause  was  trainable  by  the 

^  landlord  for 

tried  at  the  Derbyshire  Spring  assizes,  1883,  and  a  ver-  rent  become 

due  after  the 

diet  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  as  after-mentioned.     On  taking  in 
motion  made  in  Easter  term,  following,  to  enter  a  non-     Sudimps 
suit,  the  Court  directed  a  case  to  be  stated,  which  was  goTai^  sold 

as  follows:—  and  left 'on  th; 

premises,  and 

The  plaintiffs  brousht  an  action  for  a  debt  of  more  *^®  """"^  ^^ 

^  °  rent  paid,  pur- 

than  1000/.  due  to  them  jointly,  from  one  Benjamin  suanttosut. 

^  ^^  ^  %  Ann.  c\4, 

Moudey^  who  occupied  a  farm  at  ChUcoie^  Derby%hire%  «.  i.,  the  land. 

^  y  I  •  '^''^  cannot  dis- 

as  tenant  from  year  to  year  (not  under  any  written  train  them  for 
agreement)  to  one  Franch  Robertson.     Having  obtained  quentiy  due, 
judgment,  the  plaintifis  sued  out  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  there-  ^.^ thepur-  ' 
upon,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Derbyshire^  commanding  ^JJ^**"*??^ 
him  to  levy  1061/.  lis.     The  sheriff,  by  virtue  of  that  •greement  with 

•^  ^     ^  the  sheriff  (to 

writ,   seized  certain   goods  and  chattels   of  the  said  use  and  expend 

,  the  produce  in 

Benjamin  Mousley  on  the  said  farm,  in  September  188  J,  a  proper  man- 
and  remained  in  possesion  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  bystat  se  G.5. 
until  the  8 1st  of  October  following.     On  the  20th  of  Noris^e'en- 
October  J  the  sheriff  seized  under  the  same  execution  the  mme,  from  the 
crops  of  wheat,  which  were  the  subject  of  this  action,  Jl^^e^*^ 

the  straw  of 
such  crops  was  sold  for  the  purpose  of  being  carried  off  the  land,  contrary  to  sect.  1. 

Vol.  I.  U  u  and 
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1834.        and  which  were  then  growing  upon  the  said  &nD»  and 
'"""""'       on  the  31  St  of  that  month,  the  sheri£  by  baiffain  and 

Wright 

agtdnti  sale,  conveyed  the  said  crops,  by  the  description  of 
**  twenty-one  acres  of  tallow  wheat,  growing  on  toe 
said  farm,  and  twenty  acres  of  bush  wheat,''  together 
with  other  effects  of  the  said  Ber^amin  Mousky^  to  the 
plaintifis  in  consideration  of  1061/.  lis.,  and  the  plain- 
tifft  were,  in  pursuance  thereof,  put  into  possession  of 
such  wheat  and  other  effects. 

At  the  time  of  executing  the  said  bargain  and  sale, 
811/.  155.  Sd.  was  due  to  the  landlord  for  rent  and 
arrears  of  rent,  due  at  Michaelmas  1831,  and  the  whole 
of  such  rent  and  arrears  was  paid  by  the  plaintifis 
to  the  landlord's  agents  in  January  1832.  On  the  26th 
of  March  J  1832,  and  before  the  said  growing  crops  were 
ready  to  cut,  a^  distress  was  put  upon  the  said  farm  by 
the  defendant,  Benjamin  Cheatle,  as  the  agent  of  the  land- 
lord for  half  a  year's  rent  which  had  become  due  on  the 
25th ;  and  under  this  distress  the  crops  in  question  were 
seized,  and  afterwards  reaped  and  taken  away  by  Cheatie 
as  such  agent.  The  plaintiffs  claimed  in  this  action  the 
full  value  of  the  growing  crops.  The  jury  found  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiffs  against  Cheatle  and  found  expressly 
that  the  sale  to  the  plaintiffs  by  the  sheriff  was  bon&Jide. 
The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was,  Whether 
the  plaintiffs,  by  virtue  of  that  sale,  were  entitled  to  the 
crops,  discharged  from  the  landlord's  right  of  distress 
for  rent  accrued  due  subsequently  to  the  sole? 

N.  R.  Clarke  for  the  plaintiffs.  It  has  already  been 
decided  in  Peacock  v.,  Purvis  (a),  that  growing  com 
seized  under  a  fi.  &.  is  not  liable  to  the  landlord's  distress, 

(a)  2£rod,  i  S.  562.    SB.  Moan,  79. 

for 
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for  reat  accuring  after  the  execution  and  sale,  unless  such  18S4. 
com  be  left  on  the  premises  an  unreasonable  time  after 
it  is  ripe.  That  case  has  never  been  questioned ;  and  it 
overrules  a  dictum  of  Thompson  B.  to  the  contrary  effect, 
in  GwUUam  v.  Barker  [a).  iTaunian  J.  That  was  an 
obiter  dictum,  and  not  necessary  to  the  decision  of  the 
case.]  On  behalf  of  the  defendants,  reliance  will  pro« 
bably  be  placed  upon  the  statute  56  6.  3.  c.  50  {b) ;  it 

may 

(a)  1  Price,  277. 

(6)  56  G.  S.  c.  50.  «.  1.  "  Whereas  it  is  expedient  that  the  execution 
of  legal  process  should  be  so  regulated  as  to  be  consistent  with  good  hus- 
bandryi  and  the  effect  and  intent  of  covenants  and  agreements  entered 
into  between  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  land  let  to  farm ;  Be  it  enacted, 
(kc.  That  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  no  sheriff  or  other  officer 
in  EngUmd  or  Wales,  shall,  by  Yirtue  of  any  process  of  any  court  of  law, 
carry  off  or  sell  or  dispose  of  for  the  purpose  of  being  carried  off  from 
any  lands  let  to  farm,  any  straw  threshed  or  unthreshed,  or  any  straw  of 
crops  growing,  or  any  chaff,  colder  or  any  turnips,  or  any  manure, 
compost,  ashes  or  seaweed,  in  any  case  whatsoever ;  nor  any  bay,  grass  or 
grasses,  whether  natural  or  artificial,  nor  any  tares  or  vetches,  nor  any 
roots  or  v^^tables,  Ijeing  produce  of  such  lands,  in  any  case  where,  ac- 
cording to  any  covenant  or  writti^n  agreement,  entered  into  and  made  for 
the  benefit  of  the  owner  or  landlord  of  any  farm,  such  hay,  grass  or 
grasses,  tares  and  vetches,  roots  or  vegetables,  ought  not  to  be  taken  off  or 
withholden  from  such  lands,  or  which  by  the  tenor  or  effect  of  such 
covenants  or  ilgreements,  ought  to  be  used  or  expended  thereon,  and  of 
which  covenants  or  agreements,  such'  sheriff  or  other  officer  shall  have 
received  a  written  notice  before  he  shall  have  proceeded  to  sale." 

By  sect.  9.  it  is  enacted.  That  the  tenant  shall,  on  knowledge  of  the 
process  against  his  goods,  give  a  written  notice  to  the  sheriff,  &c.  of  such 
covenants  or  agreements  known  to  him,  as  may  relate  to  and  regulate  the 
use  and  expenditure  of  the  crops  or  produce  of  the  land,  and  of  the  land- 
lord's name  and  residence,  and  the  sheriff,  &c  shall  give  notice  to  the 
landlord  and  his  agent  of  possession  having  been  taken  of  any  such  crops 
or  produce,  and,  in  case  of  the  absence  or  silence  of  the  landlord  or  agent, 
shall  postpone  the  sale  till  the  latest  lawful  day. 

Sect  3.  **  Provided  always  and  be  it  further  enacted.  That  such  sheriff 
or  other  officer  executing  such  process  nuy  dispose  of  any  crops  or  pro- 
duce hereinbefore  mentioned,  to  any  person  or  persons  who  shall  agree  in 
writing  with  such  sheriff  or  other  officer,  in  cases  where  no  covenant  or 
U  tt  2  written 
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18S4.  may  be  said  that  the  sberifi^  by  sect.  1.  of  that  act,  could 
not  lawfully  sell  the  straw  of  the  growing  crops,  and  it 
will  be  contended  that,  by  sect.  3.,  he  could  only  tell 
the  crops  or  produce  to  a  person  who  should  agree  with 
him  in  writing  to  use  and  expend  the  same  on  the  lands, 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  country.  But  the  sheriff, 
here,  had  merely  conyeyed  a  quantity  of  growing  wheat 
to  a  purchaser;  it  does  not  appear  that  it  was  to  be 
carried  off  the  farm.  If  he  conveyed  any  thing  other- 
wise than  the  statute  requires,  there  is  nothing  in  either 
of  the  sections  above  referred  to,  to  shew  that  the  pur- 
chaser's right  is  thereby  altogether  defeated :  at  least,  if 
the  wheat  was  his  property,  the  action  lies.  As  to  the 
third  section,  the  question  is  (as  Parke  J.  suggested 
when  the  rule  nisi  was  moved  for).  Whether  it  be  any 
thing  more  than  directory?  If  this  were  held  to  be 
otherwbe,  no  person  would  buy  crops  under  an  ex- 
ecution. The  statute  does  not  say,  that  every  purchase  • 
not  made  as  it  directs,  shall  be  void.  The  sheriff  is 
liable  in  an  action  for  non-compliance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act;  but,  by  section  9.,  even  that  is  not  so, 
unless  it  be  proved  on  the  trial  that  his  omission  was 

written  agreennsnt  shall  be  shewn,  to  use  and  expend  the  same  on  such 
lands,  in  such  manner  as  shall  accord  with  the  custom  of  the  country ; 
and  in  cases  where  any  covenant  or  written  agreement  shall  be  shewn, 
then  according  to  such  covenant  or  written  agreement;  and  after  such 
sale  or  disposal  so  qualified,  it  shall  be  Uwful  for  such  penon  or  persons 
to  use  all  such  necessary  bams,  stables,  buildings,  outhouses,  yards  and 
fields,  for  the  purpose  of  consuming  such  crops  or  produce,  as  such 
sherifiT  or  other  oflicer  shall  allot  or  assign  to  them  for  that  purpose,  and 
which  such  tenant  or  occupier  would  have  been  entitled  to  and  ought  to 
have  used  for  the  like  purpose  on  such  lands«*' 

Sect  4.  requires  the  sheriff,  &c.  to  permit  any  landlord  aggrieved  by 
breach  of  such  agreement,  to  sue  thereupon  in  his  name,  first  giving  him 
an  indemnity. 

The  other  material  sections  are  lufllciently  stated  in  the  aigument. 

wilfiil. 
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wilful.  The  general  principle  in  the  case  of  sales  under  ISS^. 
execution  is,  that  the  purchaser's  right  is  not  affected  by  " 
an  irregularity  of  the  officer.  It  cannot  generally  be  ex-  agamu 
pected,  in  cases  under  the  present  act,  that  a  purchaser 
should  satisfy  himself  of  all  the  directions  of  the  statute 
having  been  complied  with ;  yet  it  would  be  hard  if,  in 
consequence  of  any  omission,  though  involuntary,  by 
the  sheriff,  he  should  lose  the  fruits  of  his  purchase;  as, 
for  instance,  if  the  agreement  prepared  by  the  sheriff 
under  sect.  3.,  does  not  in  all  respects  accord  with  the 
custom  of  the  country,  which  the  purchaser  may  be  un*' 
acquainted  with.  The  statute  8  Ann.  c.  14.  s.  1.  is  very 
differently  worded  from  this;  it  directs  that  no  goods 
being  on  premises  held  by  lease,  shall  be  taken  under  ex- 
ecution on  any  pretence,  unless  the  rent,  as  there  men-' 
tioned,  shall  be  first  paid  to  the  landlords  The  present 
act  merely  commands  and  regulates. 

Daniel^  contra.  First,  the  purchaser  here  could 
acquire  no  title  if  the  requisions  of  the  statute  in  sections 
1.  and  3.  were  not  complied  with.  In  Peacock  v* 
Purvis {a\  it  did  not  appear  that  they  were  not;  the 
i^ase,  therefore,  decides  nothing  on  this  point  The 
construction  now  contended  for  would  frustrate  the 
design  of  the  statute  in  favour  of  good  husbandry ;  for^ 
in  case  the  provisions  there  laid  down  were  neglected, 
the  landlord  would  have  no  remedy  at  all  against  the 
purchaser,  and,  according  to  sect.  9.,  none  against  the 
sheriff,  unless  he  could  shew  that  the  omission  had  been 
wilful.  Yet  the  act  clearly  contemplates  that  the  agree-* 
ment  therein  prescribed  shall  always  be  entered  into; 

(a)  S  Brod.  j-  J?.  363. 

U  u  3  for 
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18S4.       for  it  provides^  in  sect.  S^  that  after  the  sale  so  qualified^ 
„,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  parchaser  to  use  all  such 

agamu  necessarjT  bams,  &&  for  consumifig  such  crops  or 
produce,  as  the  sheriff  shall  allot ;  and  as  the  tenant 
himself  might  have  used  for  such  purpose  on  the  lands. 
Sect  6.  enacts,  that  where  the  purchaser  of  any  crop  or 
produce  before^mentioned  shall  have  entered  into  any 
agreement  with  the  sheriff  touching  the  use  and  expen- 
diture thereof  on  lands  let  to  farm,  it  shall  not  be  lawful 
for  the  landlord  to  distrain  for  rent  on  any  corn,  hay^ 
straw,  or  other  produce  thereof,  which,  at  the  time  of  such 
sale  and  the  execution  of  such  agreement  under  the  act, 
shall  have  been  severed  from  the  soil  and  sold,  subject  to 
such  agrjcement,  by  the  sheriff,  nor  on  any  turnips, 
drawn  or  growing,  if  sold  according  to  the  act,  &c. ;  but 
this  provision  would  be  nugatory  if  such  produce  Tested 
absolutely  in  the  purchaser  by  the  sale,  and  the  landlord 
were  precluded  from  distraining,  whether  the  agree- 
ment were  entered  into  or  not.  It  is  said  that  the  pur- 
chaser cannot  be  expected  to  know  whether  or  not  the 
sheriff  has  fulfilled  the  directions  of  the  act;  but  if  the 
act  obliges  the  one  to  take  an  agreement,  it  equally 
obliges  the  other  to  enter  into  it:  it  is  not  contended 
that  the  words  are  obligatory  on  one  and  directory  to 
the  other.  The  purchaser,  who  stands  on  the  benefit  of 
his  contract  with  the  sheri£^  as  against  the  landlord, 
must  prove  that  he  has  done  what  the  statute  requires  of 
him.  The  rule  that  purchasers  are  not  affected  by  an 
irregularity  in  the  levy  does  not  apply;  this  is  a 
restricted  power  given  to  the  sheri£^  and  it  must  be 
shewn  that  such  power  has  not  been  exceeded. 

Then,  secondly,  although  the  statute  should  not  affect 
the  plaintifi^s  right,  yet  the  defendant,  as  landlord,  was 

entitled 
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entitled  to  distraiii  the  crops  in  question  for  the  rent  1834. 
due  at  Lady^day^  1832.  Peacock  v.  Purvis  (a)  is  no  suf- 
ficient author!^  to  the  contrary.  That  case  was  argued 
without  any  reference  to  the  statate  56  G.  3.  c.  50. ; 
tberei  too,  the  seizure  was  on  the  28th  of  Aprils  and  it 
was  argued,  that  as  the  landlord  received  a  year's  rent  at 
that  time,  he  must  be  taken  to  have  received  it  out  of 
the  value  of  the  crop,  and  ought  not  to  come  upon  the 
same  crop  again  for  a  new  half-year's  rent  due  in  May. 
But  here  the  same  argument  would  not  apply ;  for  the 
seizure  was  in  Octcber^  when  the  crop  could  not  have  a 
value.  [Taunton  J.  Nothing  is  more  common  than  for 
wheat  crops  to  be  the  subject  of  valuation  in  September 
or  October^']  The  broad  principle,  however,  upon  which 
the  dedsion  in  Peacock  v.  Purvis  (a)  proceeded,  was,  that 
goods  in  the  custody  of  law  (as  the  crop  there  was  held 
to  be)  are  not  liable  to  distress.  But  what  are  the  au- 
thorities on  which  that  assumption  rests  ?  In  Eaton  v. 
Southb!f{b\  there  referred  to,  reliance  is  placed  on  a 
passage  in  Ca  Lit*  47.  a.,  which  begins,  *'  here  it  is 
necessary  to  be  seen  of  what  things  a  distress  may  be 
taken  for  a  rent;"  and,  after  enumeradng  some  things 
which  may  not  be  taken,  as  a  horse  in  a  smith's  shop, 
or  in  a  hostry,  materials  in  a  weaver's  shop  for  making 
cloth,  and  cloth  or  garments  in  a  tailor's  shop,  adds, 
<'  nor  any  thing  distrained  for  damage-fesant,  for  it  is  in 
custody  of  law,  and  the  like."  But  in  those  cases  the 
interests  of  third  persons,  the  actual  owners  of  the 
property,  come  in  question,  and  the  law  laid  down  is 
for  their  protection ;  nothing  is  said  of  goods  of  the 
tenant  himself  seized  in  execution,  nor  can  the  passage 

(a)  2  Brod.  ^  B.  362.  (6)  JFiUa,  131. 

U  u  4  be 
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18S4.  be  extended  so  as  to  imply  an  exemption  of  those.  la 
"       FindCs  Law.  foL  11.  a.  (a),  it  is  merely  laid  down  that 

againtt  goods  taken  for  a  distress  shall  not  be  put  in  execution 
for  the  debt  of  their  owner.  The  passage  in  Co.  LU.  is 
misstated  in  EnUon  v.  SouthJbj/{b)i  and  although  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  there  inclined  to  the  opinion  that 
goods  taken  in  execution  cannot  be  distrained  for  rent* 
because  they  are  in  the  custody  of  the  law^  that  doctrine 
has  not  been  followed  up  in  analogous  cases  where,  if 
correct,  it  might  have  been  expected  to  prevuL  Thus, 
in  Ex  parte  Phmmer  (c\  after  a  commission  of  bank- 
rupt had  issued,  and  the  messenger  was  in  possession, 
it  was  held  that  the  landlord  might  distrain  the  goods 
upon  the  premises,  for  the  whole  rent  due  to  him.  No 
authority  appears  to  support  the  decision  relied  upon 
on  the  other  side :  Parslaw  v.  Cripps  (<0s  so  f^r  &t  it 
applies,  is  to  the  contrary  eSecU  [_TaUfUonJ.  That 
case  only  gives  the  argument  on  one  side,  and  no  de- 
cision.] There,  growing  corn  had  been  taken  in  execu- 
tion, sold,  and  afterwards  cut  by  the  vendee ;  and  then  the 
landlord  distrained  it.  The  argument  was,  that  **  the  com 
likewise  at  the  time  of  the  sale  was  not  in  the  same  plight 
as  at  the  time  of  the  severance,  for  it  received  nourish- 
ment and  increase  afterwards  from  the  land ;  and  if  the 
sheriff  should  be  allowed  to  sell  upon  an  execution  im- 
mediately after  the  sowing,  he  would  sell  goods  which 
were  not  then  in  the  defendant,  against  whom  the  exe- 
cution was,  but  which  afterwards  received  their  nourbh- 
ment  and  value  from  the  lands  of  another."  iTauntan  J. 
That  does  not  destroy  the  identity.    It  is  as  if  a  cow 

(a)  JStf.  1613. ;  citing  Bro,  Abr»  Pledges,  pi.  S8. 
(6)  WUlet,  131.  (c)  1  Aik.  103» 

(d)  IComyns**  Iiep>20i* 

and 
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and  calf  were  seized,  and  the  calf  distrained  afterwards*]        1834* 
If  the  calf  remained  on  the  demised  premises  after  the       ^ 

*  WUGHT 

execution,  till  it  grew  up,  it  would  have  acquired  a  againn 
value  from  the  land,  for  which  the  landlord  would  be 
entitled  to  repayment ;  a  right  would  accrue  to  him  in 
respect  of  the  improvement  so  gained.  ITauntonJ. 
Neither  the  identity  nor  the  former  right  of  property, 
would  be  destroyed.]  According  to  the  argument  for 
the  plaintifi,  the  landlord  might  be  in  this  situation. 
The  crops  might  be  seized  before  the  landlord's 
Michaelmas  rent  was  due ;  he  could  not  then  claim  any 
portion  of  the  proceeds  of  the  levy  under  stat.  8  Ann. 
c*  14.,  in  respect  of  future  rent)  Hoskins  v.  Knight  {a\ 
QwiUiam  v.  Barker  {b) :  but  the  sheriff  might  remain  in 
possession  till  the  next  year's  crops  were  sown,  and  sell 
those  crops  before  the  return  of  the  writ.  As  it  is  now 
contended,  the  landlord  could  not  distrain  the  crops 
then  sown ;  and,  consequently,  he  would  lose  his  natural 
security  for  the  rent,  for  a  year  and  a  hal^  or  even  for  a 
longer  time,  if  it  were  a  biennial  crop.  The  statute  of 
Jnne  was  meant  to  give  landlords  an  efficient  remedy; 
it  is  not  so  if  they  have  no  claim  under  the  statute  for 
rent  not  due  at  the  time  of  the  taking,  and  cannot  dis- 
train for  rent  accruing  before  the  removal.  [Taunton  J. 
Landlords  had  no  right  to  distrain  growing  crops  till 
the  statute  11  6. 2^  c.  19^  s.  8.;  but  an  execution  might 
be  had  against  such  crops  at  common  law.]  That  statute 
has  now  given  landlords  the  same  rights  as  to  growing 
crops  which  they  had  before  with  respect  to  goods  and 
chattels,  and  if  moveable  chattels  were  left  on  the  land 
for  more  than  a  reasonable  time,  the  right  of  distress 
would  revive^    [Taunton  J.  The  crops,  by  their  nature, 

(a)  \2i.iS,  245.  {h)  1  Pme,  S74. 

cannot 
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ISSi*  cannot  be  immediately  removed.]  Whfle  tbey  remain^ 
they  acquire  a  value  at  the  landlord's  expense^  which 
moveable  goods  in  general  do  not;  yet  the  argument  is^ 
that  the  right  of  distraining  revives  by  time  as  to  such 
goods  but  not  as  to  crops.  The  dictum  of  Thompson  B. 
in  QfmJUam  v.  Barker  {a)  was  not  thrown  out  merely 
obiter,  but  was  material  to  the  case. 

darie^  in  reply.  As  to  the  argument  from  incon- 
venience, the  statute  oi  Anne  places  landlords  in  a  better 
situation  than  other  creditors,  but  is  not  calculated  to 
secure  them  from  every  possible  disadvantage.  The 
circumstance  of  the  crop  remaining  on  the  ground  till 
maturi^,  does  not  take  away  its  identity,  or  the  rights  of 
any  party  in  it.  If,  indeed,  it  were  severed  from  the 
soil)  and  left  for  more  than  a  reasonable  time,  the  land- 
lord might  exercise  his  right  of  distraining,  but  that 
the  sixth  section  of  56  G.  3.  c.  50.  forbids  such  dis- 
tress in  cases  where  the  purchaser  shall  have  entered 
into  the  requisite  agreement  with  the  sheriff;  or  again, 
if  the  crop  were  left  uncut  for  an  unreasonable  time 
after  maturity,  the  right  of  dbtraining  might  revive^ 
The  section  just  referred  to  tends,  with  others,  to  shew 
that  the  statute  does  not  contemplate  the  agreement 
with  the  sheriff  as  being  necessarily  entered  into  in  every 
case  of  execution  against  farm  produce.  The  power  of 
selling  crops  is  not  given,  but  only  r^ulated,  by  the  sta- 
tute. It  does  not  appear  on  this  case,  that  there  was  any 
covenant  or  agreement  between  the  landlord  and  tenant, 
according  to  which  the  agreement  with  the  sheriff  might 
be  drawn;  and  it  may  be  that  there  was  no  custom  of 
the  country  on  which  it  could  be  framed :  none,  at  least, 

(a)   lJ^Me,277. 

is 
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is  shewn*    If  the  sheriff  has  wilfully  exercised  his  &a«       18S4. 
thority  in  an  irregnkr  manner,  so  as  to  prejudice  the 
landlord,  there  is  a  remedy  for  the  landlord  by  action. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that,  in  this 
case.  Peacock  v.  Purvis  (a)  is  expressly  in  point :  the 
only  distinction  suggested  is,  that  the  seizure  in  this 
case  was  in  September^  whereas  there  it  was  in  ApriL 
It  is  singular  that  in  that  case  the  statute  56  6.  S.  c.  50. 
should  not  have  been  adverted  to;  but  the  reason  pro- 
bably was,  that  counsel  did  not  think  it  applicable.  In 
the  present  case  also,  I  think  that  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  do  not  apply,  and  that  the  plainti£&  are  entitled 
to  a  verdict. 

Littledale  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
statute  8  Ann.  c.  14.  s.  1.  provides  that,  when  goods  are 
taken  in  execution,  the  creditor  shall  pay  the  rent  then 
due  to  the  landlord,  not  exceeding  rent  for  one  year; 
subject  to  that  payment^  it  protects  the  creditor's  exe- 
cution agdnst  any  claim  of  the  landlord.  The  landlord 
could  not  distrain  growing  crops  till  the  passing  of 
11  6.  fi.  c.  19.;  but  the  statute  of  Anne  protects  exe-* 
cutions  against  the  right  of  distress  given  by  the  later 
act|  as  effectually  as  against  the  right  previously  exist- 
ing. It  is  said  that  the  decision  in  Peacock  v.  Purvis  (a) 
does  not  apply,  because  of  the  provisions  in  66  G.  3* 
c  50*  I  agree,  however,  with  my  Lord  Chief  Justice, 
that  the  statute  was  probably  not  relied  upon  in  that  case, 
because  it  was  inapplicable.  The  facts  here  are,  that  the 
sheriff  seized  the  crops  on  the  31st  of  October^  and  shortly 
after  sold  them  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  that,  before  the 

(a)  9  Brod.  4^  B.  369. 

crops 
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1834«        crops  were  ripe,  the  defendants  put  in  a  distress,  and 

"""^       afterwards  reaped  and  took  the  produce.     Now,  as  to 

Wbsoiit  \    ^  ^    \ 

agmnu       the  alleged  omission  of  the  plainti£fs  to  fulfil  the  requi-* 

sitions  of  the  statute;  the  only  case  in  which  the  statute 
restricts  the  right  of  protection  to  persons  who  have  exe- 
cuted the  required  agreement  is,  where  the  crop  or  pro- 
duce^ at  the  time  of  such  sale  and  the  execution  of  such 
agreement,  shall  have  been  serered  from  the  soil  and 
sold,  subject  to  such  agreement,  by  the  sheriff.  But 
here  the  crop  had  not  been  severed  when  the  distress 
took  place*  As  to  the  straw,  it  was  not  in  fact  carried 
oSj  for  it  necessarily  continued  on  the  soil  till  the  com 
could  be  reaped;  the  sale  could  not  be  considered  a 
removal,  nor  can  it  be  said,  under  the  circumstances, 
that  the  sale  was  for  the  purpose  of  removal.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  if  the  plainti£&  would  have  had  a  right 
as  against  the  landlord's  distress  before  the  act,  that 
right  is  not  touched  now. 

Taunton  J.  I  also  think  that  the  sale  by  the  sheriff 
in  this  case  gave  the  plaintiffs  a  title,  discharged  from 
the  landlord's  right  of  distress.  It  appears  to  me,  (or 
the  reasons  which  have  been  given,  that  the  statute 
56  G.  3.  Ck  50.,  does  not  apply;  and  I  think  this  case  is 
decided  by  Peacock  v.  Purois  (a).  It  is  said  there  by 
the  Court,  that  the  point  has  not  been  expressly  de^ 
cided;  though  in  Eaton  v.  Sout/iby{b)  a  strong  opinion 
was  certainly  thrown  out,  that  goods  taken  in  execution 
could  not  be  distrained  for  rent  In  the  first  edition 
(1802)  of  Mr;  WoodfaWs  Law  of  Landlord  and  Tenant 
(whercj  however,  nineteen  propositions  in  twenty  are 
stated  without  reference  to  authorities),  it  is  said  that 

(«}  S  BrodU  i  B.  862.  (6)   WWeh  136. 

goods 


Dxwss. 


IN  THE  Fourth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  esS 

goods  taken  in  execution  cannot  be  distrained  (a),  and        18S4« 
that  where  a  tenant's  growing  com  was  seized,  and  sold  - 

under  a  fi.  fa.,  and  the  vendee  permitted  it  to  remain  till  againtt 
it  was  ripe,  and  then  cut  it,  after  which,  and  before  it  was 
fit  to  be  carried,  the  landlord  distrained  it  for  rent,  both 
the  Courts  of  King's  Bench  and  Common  Pleas  held  that 
it  was  not  distrainable  {b).  I  cannot  trace  any  such  de- 
cision; yet  the  author  cannot  have  invented  the  pro- 
position, nor  can  he  have  meant  to  state  it  upon  his  own 
authority,  because  that  edition  was  written  when  he  was 
young,  and  had  not  sufficient  opportunity  for  deliber- 
ation. But  on  the  authority  of  Peacock  v.  Punns{c%  I 
think  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  is  entitled  to  recover. 

Williams  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  All  the 
rent  which  was  due  to  the  landlord  when  the  bargain 
and  sale  took  place,  had  been  paid  to  him;  and  the 
growing  crops  were  necessarily  left  upon  the  premises ; 
it  would  have  been  ruinous  to  do  otherwise.  Upon 
this  state  of  facts,  the  case  must  be  governed  by  Pea^ 
cock  V.  Purvis  (a). 

Postea  to  the  plaintiffs. 

(a)  The  reporters  have  not  been  able  to  meet  with  the  first  edition  of 
Mr.  Woodfaits  Law  of  Landlord  and  Tenant.  In  the  last  edition  (1834), 
the  paragraph  apparently  referred  to  by  Taunton  J.  begins  as  follows :  — 
«  Goods  in  the  custody  of  the  law  are  not  distrainable ;  for  it  is  repug- 
nant that  it  should  be  kwful  to  take  goods  out  of  the  custody  of  the  law ; 
and  that  cannot  be  a  pledge  to  me,  which  I  cannot  reduce  into  my  actual 
possession;  therefore  things  distrained  damage^easant  cannot  be  taken 
for  rent ;  nor  goods  in  a  bailiff's  hands  under  an  execution ;  nor  goods 
seised  by  process  at  the  suit  of  the  king."  This  appears  to  be  taken,  very 
nearly  Yerbatim,  from  Gilbert* i  Law  ofDistreues,  p.  44.  ed,  1757. 

(6)  This  is  printed  conformably  to  the  passage  as  it  stands  in  the 
present  edition,  and  appears  to  correspond  with  that  read  by  Taunton  J. 
in  his  judgment  The  authorities  dted  for  it  in  the  present  edition  are 
Saton  T.  Southby,  Peacock  t.  Puroif,  and  Pardow  t.  Cripp»< 

(c)  %Brod.iB.Z^2. 


CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 


J"^^'  Morris  against  Dimes. 


June  3d. 


KiS^file*^*  ^RESPASS.    On  the  trial  before  Bayley  B.,  at  the 


,  ^.' *" '■?^»  Hertford  Summer  assizes  1833,  a  verdict  was  found 

of  which  he  18 

sdsed  in  fee,  it  for  the  plaintiff  upon  some  of  the  issues,  and  for  the  de- 
ft gnmt  of  free 
wftrreningraea.  fendant  upon  Others,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Coort 

where  defend-  upon  the  following  case :  — 

pleaded  sucha*  '^^  ^^st  count  of  the  declaration  charged  the  defend- 

wwren toP.  *"^  ^'^  breaking  and  entering  a  close  of  the  pluntiff, 

Sk  fr^m'p.  to  ^"^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^'^^^'  (describing  the  boundaries), 

J*.,  and  pleaded  situate  in  the  parish  o(  Sickmansworthf  in  the  county  of 

a  oonveyance  •^ 

by  JF*.  of  the       Hertford^  and  five  other  closes,  not  named,  of  the  plain- 
said  free  war- 
ran  to  the  de.     tiff,  in  the  parish  and  county  aforesaid,  and  hunting, 

held,  that  the     searching  for,  and  killing  game  therein,  and  seizing,  and 

plea  was  not  .  ■,  ,  ^-         -^         i  • 

sustained  by  Carrying  away  the  same,  and  convertmg  it  to  his  own 

vmncefrom"  "^^     ^^^  second  count  charged  similar  trespasses  in 

of  f^UA'thir'  *"®^^''  ^'°^®  ®^  ^^  plaintiff,  describing  the  boundaries, 

land  in  ques-  The  third  count  was  for  seizing  and  takinir  away  dead 

tion  was  copy-  °  o  if 

hold,  with  all     game,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff. 

and  singular  t*      !• 

fisheries  and  By  first  plea,  after  describing  and  naming  the  five 

fowling,  haw£'  Unnamed  closes  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  the  de- 
Ind  sh!S^ting;  fendant  pleaded,  as  to  the  whole  of  the  trespasses  com- 
J^a&'&c?'  P'«n«d  of,  that  King  Charles  the  First  was  seized  in  fee 
*"1*^^?***^^      of  the  closes  in  which,  &c.,  and  that,  being  so  seized, 

nghtSy  hberueF»  '  '  "^  o  » 

franchises, 
jurisdictions^ 

privileges,  commodities,  advantages,  hereditaments,  and  appurtenances  whataoerer  to  tbe 
said  manor  belonging,  or  in  anywise  appertaining  thereto,  or  at  any  time  occupied  or  en- 
joyed therewith,  or  reputed  part,  parcel,  or  member  thereof,  or  granted  by  the  King  to  P. 
as  appurtenant  to  tlie  manor. 

And  this,  though  it  was  ihewn  that  the  King,  at  the  time  of  the  grant  to  P.,  was  lord  of 
the  manor,  and  held  certain  demesne  lands  in  fee,  and  granted  the  free  warren  in  both,  the 
demesne  and  other  lands  of  the  manor. 

Quaere,  Whether  the  words  of  the  conveyance  by  F,  would  have  conveyed  a  free  warren 
appurtenant  to  the  manor  ? 
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he,  by  letters  patent,  of  the  5th  ofjtdy  1628,  granted  to        18S4. 
William  Earl  of  Pembroke^  Thomas  Morgan^  and  J(Jin      .  ~ 
Thorogoodj  and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  the  said  earl,        affimu 

0lltXS» 

that  they  and  the  heirs  of  the  said  earl  might  have,  hold, 
and  enjoy,  on  the  said  several  closes,  free  warren,  fowling, 
and  hunting ;  and  that  the  said  earl  was  seized  of  the 
said  free  warren  by  virtue  of  that  grant.  The  plea 
then  deduced  title  to  the  said  free  warren  down  to  the 
year  1818,  when  it  alleged  a  devise  of  the  same  by 
Henry  Fotherley  Whitfield  to  John  Forster  and  Thomas 
Deacon^  by  virtue  whereof  they  became  seised  of  the 
said  free  warren;  and  that  they,  on  the  16th  of  June 
1818,  bargained  and  sold,  and  on  the  17  th  oi  June^  by 
a  certain  indenture  of  that  date,  released,  the  free  warren 
over  the  close  in  which,  &&,  to  Robert  WiUiams,  William 
Williams,  and  Thomas  Lane,  and  their  heirs.  The  plea 
then  deduced  title  from  the  three  last«named  parties  to 
the  defendant,  who,  under  his  right  of  free  warren,  justi- 
fied the  trespasses  complained  of.  The  second  plea 
was  in  all  respects  like  the  first,  except  that  it  through- 
out alleged  the  free  warren  to  have  been  **  granted"  by 
the  several  deeds  and  assurances  therein  mentioned, 
instead  of  stating  the  same  to  have  been  "  released,"  as 
in  the  former  plea.  The  defendant  pleaded  seven  other 
pleas  to  difierent  parts  of  the  declaration,  alleging  a 
prescriptive  right  of  free  warren. 

To  the  first  and  second  pleas,  the  plaintUF,  after  pro- 
testing the  seisin  of  King  Charles  the  First,  replied,  that 
Forster  and  Deacon  did  not,  by  the  indenture  in  the  first 
plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  release  to  2Z.  Williams, 
W.  Williams,  and  T.  Lane  the  said  free  warren  in  and 
over  the  said  closes  in  which,  &c.,  in  manner  and  form 
as  in  the  first  plea  was  alleged,  and  that  they  did 

not, 
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1884.       not,  by  the  said  indenture  in  the  second  plea  in  that 
.,  behalf  mentioned,  n*ant  unto  the  said  IL  JT.,  W.  W^ 

and  7*.  L.  the  said  free  warren  in  and  over,  &c^  in 
manner  and  form,  &c. ;  and  upon  these  traverses  issue 
was  joined.  The  plaintiff  also  traversed  the  prescriptive 
right  claimed  by  the  other  pleas,  upon  which  traverses 
the  defendant  also  joined  issue. 

At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  the  defendant,  to  support  his 
case  on  the  first  and  second  issues,  proved  a  conveyance 
by  lease  and  release  of  the  16th  and  17th  of  June  1818, 
by  which  John  Forster  and  Thomas  Deacon^  by  the 
direction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  granted,  bargained, 
sold,  aliened,  released,  and  confirmed  to  Robert  Williams^ 
William  Williams,  and  Thomas  Lane^  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  a]l  that  the  said  manor  or  lordship,  or  reputed 
manor  or  lordship,  of  Rickmansvcorth^  and  all  that  the 
market-house  in  the  town  of  Richnansworth^  with  all  the 
market  ground  there,  or  in  and  about  the  same  places 
and  such  of  the  tolls,  stallage,  and  profits  of  the  market 
as  might  from  time  to  time  arise  and  accrue  to  the  lord 
of  the  said  manor ;  and  also  the  right  and  privilege  of 
nominating  the  occupiers  of  five  alms-houses  therein 
mentioned ;  together  with  all  and  singular  heaths,  moors, 
marshes,  woods,  underwoods,  timber  trees,  and  all  other 
trees,  mines,  delfs,  minerals  (except  mines  of  lead  and 
tin,  and  all  mines  royal,  and  all  prerogatives  to  such 
mines  belonging,  as  the  same  were  excepted  out  of  the 
said  deed  of  grant  or  letters  patent),  quarries,  pits  of 
chalk,  stone,  lime,  and  gravel,  lime-kilns,  brick-kilns, 
fisheries,  and  right  of  fishing,  fowling,  hawking,  hunt- 
ing, and  shooting;  ways,  waters,  watercourses,  ponds, 
pools,  rivers,  brooks,  currents,  and  streams  of  water; 
commons,  common  of  pasture  and  turbary,  folds,  fold- 
courses, 
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courses,  and  liberty  of  foldage,  waste,  waste  grounds,  18S4. 
profits,  royalties,  courts  of  leet,  courts  baron,  and  cus-  ^ 
tomary  courts,  views  of  frankpledge;  and  all  otlier  court 
and  courts ;  and  all  profits  and  perquisites  of  courts  and 
leecs,  and  all  that  to  courts  and  leets  and  view  of  frank- 
pledge did  belong ;  and  all  waifs,  estrays,  treasure-trove, 
goods  and  chattels,  debts,  right  and  credits  of  felons 
and  fugitives,  felons  of  themselves,  and  persons  put  in 
outlaw,  deodands,  wards,  reliefs,  escheats,  heriots,  fines, 
amerciaments,  chief  rents,  quit  rents,  and  other  rents, 
reversions,  services,  fairs,  markets,  tolls,  and  all  other 
rights,  liberties,  franchises,  jurisdictions,  privileges,  pro- 
fits, commodities,  advantages,  hereditaments,  and  appur- 
tenances whatsoever  to  the  said  manor  or  lordship, 
market^house,  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  and 
premises  therein-before  described  or  intended  to  be 
thereby  granted  and  released,  belonging,  or  in  any  wise 
appertaining,  or  to  or  with  the  same  or  any  part  thereof 
then  or  at  any  time  theretofore  usually  had,  held,  used, 
occupied,  or  enjoyed,  or  accepted,  reputed,  deemed, 
taken,  or  known  as  part,  parcel,  or  member  thereof 
or  as  were  in  and  by  the  said  deed  of  grant  or  letters 
patent  granted  and  assigned  by  the  crown  to  the  said 
William\  Earl  of  Pembroke^  and  his  heirs,  as  appurtenant 
to  the  said  manor  or  lordship,  or  any  part  thereof. 

The  defendant,  also,  gave  in  evidence  the  said  letters 
patent  of  King  CharUs  L,  by  which  free  warren  was 
granted  in  the  following  terms :  —  "  Moreover,  we  have 
granted,  and  by  these  presents  for  us,  our  heirs  and 
successors,  &c.,  do  grant,  to  the  aforesaid  William  Earl 
o(  Pembroke^  Thomas  Morgan^  and  John  Thorogood^  and 
the  heirs  and  assigns  of  the  aforesaid  William  Earl  of 
Pembroke,  that  they  and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  the 

Vol.  I.  X  X  aforesaid 
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1834.       aforesaid  William  Earl  o(  Pembroke  may  have  free  chase 
and  free  warren  in  all  the  demesne  lands,  and  the  lands 

MoRftIS 

ogainst  holden  by  copy  of  court-roll  of  the  aforesaid  manor  at 
the  will  of  the  lord  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
manor,  and  in  other  the  demesne  lands  and  the  lands 
holden  by  copy  of  court-roll  of  the  manor  of  Moor 
aforesaid,  at  the  will  of  the  lords  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  said  manor,  and  in  all  woods  and  tene- 
ments being  or  hereafter  happening  to  be  within  or 
upon  the  said  lands,  and  all  that  which  to  free  chase 
and  free  warren  doth  belong,  any  statute,  act,  ordinance, 
or  proviso  to  the  contrary  thereof  notwithstanding. 
Wherefore  we  will,  and  by  these  presents  for  us,  our 
heirs  and  successors,  we  do  grant  to  the  aforesaid 
William  Earl  of  Pembroke^  that  they  and  the  heirs  and 
assigns  of  the  aforesaid  William  Earl  of  Pembroicj  may 
freely,  lawfully,  and  quietly  have  and  hold,  and  may  and 
shall  be  able  to  have,  hold,  use,  and  enjoy  the  aforesaid 
free  chase  and  free  warren  for  ever,  together  with  all 
and  singular  liberties,  privileges,  and  commodities 
which  to  chase  and  warren  do  belong,  or  may  in  any 
manner  belong ;  we  will  also,  and  by  these  presents  for 
us,  our  heirs  and  successors,  do  order  and  command, 
that  no  one  do  enter  or  presume  to  enter  the  aforesaid 
lands,  woods,  or  tenements,  or  any  parcel  thereof,  to 
hunt  in  them,  or  to  take  any  thing  there  which  to  chase 
or  warren  doth  belong,  under  the  pain  of  forfeiting  10/." 
The  defendant  also  gave  in  evidence  a  survey  of  the 
manor  of  RickmarmDorth^  made  by  the  king's  suryeyors 
and  a  jury,  in  the  third  year  of  the  reign  oi  James  I.,  by 
which  the  jurors  found,  among  other  things,  that  the 
free  fishing,  fowling,  and  hunting,  throughout  the  whole 
manor,  belong  to  the  kiftg  as  lord  of  the  manor.    It 

was 
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was  also  shewn  by  the  court-rolls,  that  the  five  closes        1884. 
mentioned,  but  not  named,  in  the  first  count  of  the       

MORBXS 

declaration,  were  copyhold  of  the  manor.  The  defend-  aKtmut 
ant  also  gave  evidence  that  former  game-keepers  had 
sported  over  the  manor.  The  close  called  Great  Wood 
Field  was  enfranchised  from  the  manor  previously  to  the 
time  of  the  before-mentioned  devise  by  Henry  Fotherly 
Whitfield^  and  since  the  letters  patent  of  Charles  I. 

The  plaintiff,  upon  this  evidence,  contended,  first, 
that  the  grant  of  free  warren  by  Charles  I.  over  lands 
not  held  in  demesne,  if  in  fact  made,  was  not  valid  in 
point  of  law ;  and  that  such  right,  if  it  could  have  been 
granted  by  the  crown,  must  be  presumed  to  have  been 
released  at  some  subsequent  period,  before  the  alleged 
devise  to  Farster  and  Deacon.  Secondly,  that,  sup- 
posing the  free  warren  claimed  by  the  first  and  second 
pleas  did  vest  in  Forster  and  Deacon^  the  same  was  a 
free  warren  in  gross,  and  did  not  pass  by  the  words  of 
the  release  of  the  1 7th  of  Jwie  1818.  Thirdly,  that,  at 
all  events,  that  release  could  only  pass  a  right  of  free 
warren  over  such  of  the  closes  mentioned  in  the  declar- 
ation as  were  then  part  and  parcel  of  the  manor  of 
Rickmannoorth.  The  defendant  contended,  that  all  the 
objections  were  invalid ;  and,  further,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  estopped  from  raising 'them  by  the  form  of  the 
issues  taken  on  the  first  and  second  pleas,  he  having 
merely  traversed  one  particular  conveyance  in  the  de- 
duction of  title.  A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff, 
with  405.  damages,  on  the  last  seven  issues,  and  for 
the  defendant  upon  the  first  and  second  issues,  subject 
to  a  case.  If,  upon  any  of  the  objections  taken,  the 
Court  should  think  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  recover  on 
either  of  the  last-mentioned  issues,  a  verdict  fur  him 
was  to  be  entered  qn  such  issue,  with  405.  damages. 

X  X  2  The 
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1834.  The  ultimate  decision  having  been  founded  on  the 

second  objection  only,  the  arguments,  and  observations 
agaitut        of  the  Court,  as  to  the  two  others,  are  omitted. 

DxMZt. 

Channell  for  the  plaintiff.  The  allegation  that  the 
king  was  seised  in  fee  of  the  closes,  and  that  he  granted 
free  warren  in  them,  is  an  allegation  of  a  grant  of  a  free 
warren  in  gross.  The  letters  patent  also  contain  a 
grant  of  free  warren  in  gross  merely.  Now,  there  are 
no  words  in  the  release  of  1828  which  will  pass  a  free 
warren  in  gross.  The  privileges  and  jurisdictions 
granted  are  those  only  which  belong  or  appertain  to  the 
hereditaments  released,  or  which  have  been  enjoyed  with 
them,  or  held  as  a  part  or  parcel  of  them.  A  free 
warren  is  realty,  but  it  is  not  part  or  parcel  of  the  land 
in  which  it  is  granted.  In  the  Yearbook^  East*  35  H.  6. 
f.  B5.  (a),  the  plaintiiF  sued  the  defendant  for  chasing 
in  his  warren.  The  defendant  pleaded,  in  abatement  of 
the  writ,  that  the  plaintiff  had  nothing  in  the  land  in 
which  he  had  warren,  except  jointly  with  J*  JV.,  who 
was  alive  and  not  named  in  the  writ ;  but  the  plea  was 
held  bad,  because  the  plaintiff  might  have  only  a  joint 
estate  in  the  land,  and  yet  might  have  the  warren  alone; 
as,  if  he  has  warren  by  prescription,  and  after  purchases 
the  land  to  him  and  another,  yet  the  warren  remains, 
and  is  not  extinct  as  rent  or  common  shall  be.  So  if 
a  man  have  a  warren  in  a  manor,  it  will  not  pass  by 
grant  of  the  manor ;  but  if  he  have  a  warren  in  other 
land,  appurtenant  to  his  own  manor,  the  warren  will 
pass  by  arrant  of  the  manor  and  its  appurtenances: 
Yearb.  Trin.  8  H.  7.  f.  4.(i)    So  a  warren  may  perhaps 

(a)  Cited  in  Vhi.  Ahr.  Warvm,  (H)  7. ;  tnd  Br.  Ahr.  Warren,  pL  3. 
{b)  Per  FavatorJ. 
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become  extinct,  if  the  person  entitled  to  it  be  also  en-  18S4. 
titled  to  the  land,  and  grant  the  land  witliout  reservation 
(ib.) ;  but  where  it  exists  simply  in  a  manor,  it  cannot  agahut 
pass  by  a  grant  of  the  manor  with  its  appurtenances, 
though  the  owner  of  the  manor  be  also  owner  of  the 
warren :  Br.  Abr'.  Warren^  pi.  7.,  Vin.  Mr.  Warren^ 
(F.)  S.,  citing  the  Anonymous  case  in  Dyer^  SO.  b* 
pi.  209.,  and  Trebj/s  notes  there.  It  may  be  contended, 
here,  that  the  release  contains  words  sufficient  in  them- 
selves to  describe  a  right  of  free  warren,  whereas  in ,  the 
instances  cited  there  was  nothing  mentioned  besides  the 
land  and  its  appurtenances.  But  in  Bcmlston  v.  HoT" 
dy{a\  warren  was  claimed  in  land  which  was  parcel 
of  a  manor ;  the  manor  had  been  granted,  and  warren 
in  the  manor,  and  afterwards  the  grantee  bargained  and 
sold,  to  the  party  claiming  the  warren  in  that  cause, 
the  manor  and  all  warrens  thereto  appertaining^  or  ao 
cepted  and  reputed  as  part  of  the  manor;  and  the  claim 
was  holden  to  be  unsupported,  because  the  chiimant  had 
shewn  a  warren  in  gross  in  the  patentee,  which  did  not 
pass  by  the  bargain  and  sale  of  the  manor. 

S.  B.  Harrison  for  the  defendant*  The  Court  will 
effectuate  the  intention  of  the  parties,  if  possible.  And, 
by  the  words  used  in  the  release,  it  is  evident  that  the 
releasors  intended  to  part  with  every  thing  relating  to 
the  manor,  including  privileges  of  every  kind,  and  spe- 
cifically those  relating  to  sporting.  In  Sheppard*s  Touch" 
stofief  p.  92.,  it  is  said,  "  This  word  [manor J  is  a  word  of 
large  extent,  and  may  comprehend  many  things.  And 
therefore  by  the  grant  of  a  manor,  without  the  words  of 
cum  pertinentiis,  do  pass  demesnes,  rents,  and  services^ 

(a)  Cro.  EUm.  547. 

X  x  3  landsi 
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1834<«  lands,  meadows,  pastures,  woods,  commons,  advowsons 
appendant,  villains  regardant,  courts  baron,  and  per- 
quisites thereof,  that  are  in  truth  at  the  timet  of  the 
grant  parcel  of  the  manor.  But  nothing  that  in  truth 
is  not  parcel  of  the  manor,  albeit  it  be  so  reputed,  will 
pass  by  the  grant  of  the  manor ;  and,  therefore,  if  one 
have  a  manor,  and  after  purchase  the  law  day,  or  a  war- 
ren to  it,  and  then  he  grant  away  the  manor,  hereby 
the  law  day,  or  the  warren,  will  not  pass.  And  yet  if  by 
union  time  out  of  mind,  they  have  gotten  a  reputation  of 
appendancy^  perhaps  by  the  grant  of  the  manor  cum  per* 
tinentiis  these  things  may  pass."  The  warren,  there- 
fore, though  it  have  only  the  character  of  appendancy 
or  appurtenancy,  without  coming  under  the  strict  de- 
finition of  an  appendance  or  appurtenance,  will  pass; 
and  the  evidence  of  'the  intention  of  the  parties  dis- 
tinguishes the  case  from  those  cited.  If  the  words 
*'  fishing,  fowling,  hawking,  hunting,  and  shooting, 
royalties,  liberties,  franchises,  privileges,  commodities, 
advantages,**  be  none  of  them  sufficient  to  raise  the  pre- 
sumption of  intention,  when  taken  alone,  they  clearly 
will  do  so  when  taken  in  connection  with  the  subsequent 
words  in  the  release,  referring  expressly  to  the  grant 
made  by  the  crown  to  the  Earl  of  Pembroke*  It  is  pos- 
sible that  the  parties  did  not  know  whether  the  warren 
were  in  gross  or  appurtenant :  the  words  **  reputed, 
deemed,  or  taken,"  will  sufficiently  describe  the  warren 
as  generally  reputed  to  be  connected  with  the  ownership 
of  the  manor.  If  so,  these  words  will  not  be  controlled 
by  the  other  words  of  the  deed ;  as  if  a  man  grant  all 
he  had  by  J.  5.,  nothing  will  pass  except  what  he  had 
by  J.  5. ;  but  if  he  grant  all  he  has  in  Dale  which  he 
had  by  J.  &,  all  in  Dale  will  pass,  though  he  had  it  not 

by 
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by  J.  S.  (a)  The  Courts  will  construe  the  description  18S4. 
largely:  thus  a  nominal  manor  will  pass  under  the 
words  <'  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  heredita- 
ments;" Norrisy.Le  Neve(b);  which  shews  that  the 
strict  l^gal  term  need  not  be  used.  In  the  earlier  cases, 
a  difficulty  might  possibly  be  created  by  the  conveyance 
being  by  feoffment;  but  here  it  is  by  lease  and  release. 

ChanneU  in  reply.  In  the  instance  suggested  in  Trin. 
8  H.  7*  f.  'k,  the  conveyance  is  supposed  to  be  by  gi*ant. 
And  the  Court  will  construe  the  grant  of  a  subject- 
matter  such  as  warren  strictly,  as  has  been  done,  even 
where  the  question  has  been  merely  what  animals  were 
comprehended  in  such  grants. 

Lord  Demman  C.  J.  The  defendant  justifies  by 
reason  of  a  free  warren  granted  by  the  Crown  to  the 
Earl  oi  Pembroke  and  others,  and  conveyed  by  the  lease 
and  release  of  1818.  The  question  then  arises,  whether, 
supposing  a  warren  to  be  conveyed  by  the  lease  and  re- 
lease, it  be  the  warren  granted  to  the  Earl  of  Pembroke* 
On  that  question  Bawkton  v.  Hardy  {c)  is  precisely  in 
point.  There  the  Crown  granted  a  manor  to  Sir  William 
PelOj  and  granted  to  him  to  have  warren  in  the  same 
manor;  and  the  Court  held  this  to  be  a  warren  in  gross, 
which  would  not  pass  by  a  grant  of  the  manor,  and  all 
warrens  thereto  appertaining,  or  accepted  and  reputed 
as  part  of  that  manor.  So,  here,  the  warren  granted  by 
the  letters  patent  does  not  pass  by  the  terms  of  the  re- 
lease. 


(a)  See  cum  dted  in  JDoe  dem.  Smiik  ▼.  GaUoway,  5  B.  i  Ad.  43.  | 
Cam,  Dig.  Fait  (£.  4.) 

(6}  3  Atk.  82.  (c)  Cro.  Eliz,  547. 

X  X   4  LlTTLEDALE 
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1884.  Lim^EDALE  J.    I  do  not  decide  on  the  ground  that 

Tl  no  free  warren  could  pass  by  the  words  of  the  release  of 

agamn        1818,  though  perhaps  it  could  not     The  plea  alleges, 
that  the  Crown  granted  to  the  Earl  of  Pembroke  and 
others  that  they  should  have  and  enjoy  free  warren  in 
closes  of  which  the  King  was  seised  in  fee;  and  that 
Fonter  and  Deacon^  by  lease  and  release,  granted  the 
said  free  warren  to  the  parties  through  whom  the  de- 
fendant cUims.     The  plaintiff  takes  issue  on  the  grant 
of  Forster  and  Deacon.    The  defendant  has  pleaded  a 
warren  in  gross :    he  does  not  make  it  appendant  or 
appurtenant.    He  shews  merely  that  Charles  I.  granted 
a  free  warren,  as  he  might  do.    In  JTie  AUomey-Generd 
V.  Parsons  (a)  a  question  seems  to  have  arisen  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  King's  grant  of  free  warren:  here  nothing 
can  be  plainer  than  the  allegation  in  the  plea.    To  shew 
the  existence  of  the  free  warren,  the  defendant  produced 
the  letters  patent  of  Charles  L     The  words  there  are, 
*'  we  do  grant,  &c.,  that  they  and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of 
the  aforesaid  William  Earl  of  Pembroke  may  have  free 
chase  and  free  warren  in  all  the  demesne  lands,  and  the 
lands  holden   by  copy  of  court-roll  of  the  aforesaid 
manor."     Taking  that  alone,  it  is  certainly  a  grant  of  a 
warren  in  gross ;  I  presume  that  there  was  a  grant  of 
the  manor  itself  to  the  Earl  of  Pembroke;  for  it  appears 
that  the  King  was  lord  of  the  manor,  and,  being  so, 
probably  he  granted  the  manor.     Had  he,  by  the  same 
deed,  made  the  warren  appurtenant  to  the  manor,  and 
granted  the  manor,  it  might  have  raised  a  question, 
whether  that  was  a  good  grant  of  a  warren  appurtenant. 
But  here  the  King,   being  seised  of  demesne  lands, 

(o)  2  Cr.  i  J.  279. 

grants 


IN  THE  Fourth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  665 

grants  free  warren  in  these  demesne  lands.    I  dare  say        1834. 

there  may  have  been  a  grant  of  the  manor  by  a  separate 

deed,  but  whether  that  was  so  or  not,  this  is  a  grant  of       agnina 

DlllEt* 

a  warren  in  gross.  Then  the  title  is  deduced  to  Forsier 
and  Deacon.  Now,  let  us  see  what  Forster  and  Deacon 
do,  and  whether  the  defendant,  who  claims  under  Boberi 
WiUiamsj  William  WiUiams^  and  Thomas  Lancy  can  say 
that  the  warren  in  question  was  granted  to  them.  The 
in'dentures  of  lease  and  release  convey  ^*  all  that  the 
market-house,"  &c.  [His  Lordship  here  read  the  words 
of  the  release  of  1818.]  Whether  these  words  be  suffi- 
cient to  include  a  free  warren,  I  will  not  enquire ;  the 
grant  is  only  of  things  belonging  to  the  manor,  and 
the  warren  was  distinct  from  the  manor;  and,  there- 
fore, it  will  not  pass  by  the  release.  It  is  immaterial  to 
consider  the  other  questions  which  have  been  raised. 

Taunton  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  only  material 
point  lies  in  a  narrow  compass,  and  is  not  difficult. 
Charles  I.  made  a  grant  of  free  warren  to  the  Earl  of 
Pembroke  and  other  persons,  from  whom  title  is  derived 
to  Forster  and  Deacon;  and  they  are  stated  to  have 
granted  the  free  warren  by  lease  and  release  to  Williams 
and  two  others,  through  whom  the  defendant  claims. 
The  plaintiff  replies,  that  Forsier  did  not  release  the 
said  free  warren ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  or  not 
the  free  warren  granted  by  Charles  I.  passed  by  the 
release.  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  did  not.  The  grant 
by  C/iarles  I.  is  a  grant  of  a  warren  in  gross ;  that 
is,  of  a  naked  bare  right,  not  annexed,  nor  appendant 
or  appurtenant  to  any  thing  else.  It  is  in  these  words. 
[His  Lordship  here  read  the  words  of  the  letters  patent.] 

This 
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Mouuf 
mgainit 


1884.  This  was  a  grant  of  nothing  more  than  a  free  warren 
and  chase  in  gross.  Now,  let  us  see  what  Fanter  and 
Deacon  conveyed:  nothing  more  than  the  manor,  and 
all  things  belonging  to  the  manor.  I  may  even  say, 
that  there  seems  no  intention  shewn  to  convey  the  free 
warren,  but  only  the  manor  and  its  appurtenances. 
The  general  words  which  occur  are  no  more  than 
such  as  are  found  in  all  conveyances  of  manors.  Even 
the  word  '*  warren"  does  not  occur,  although  it  often 
does  occur  when  there  is  no  pretence  that  a  warren 
l^ally  exists.  And  the  grant  is  not  general,  but  of 
things  to  the  said  manor  belonging  or  in  any  wise 
appertaining  or  to  or  with  the  same  or  any  part 
thereof  had,  held,  used,  occupied,  or  enjoyed,  or 
accepted,  reputed,  deemed,  taken,  or  known  as  part, 
parcel,  or  member  thereof.  These  words  cannot  com- 
prehend the  warren  in  quesUon.  On  this  mere  com- 
parison of  the  premises  described  in  the  conveyance 
of  1818,  with  the  grant  to  the  Earl  of  Pembroke^  it 
is  clear  that  it  was  not  intended  to  pass,  by  the  deed 
of  1818,  a  free  warren,  or,  at  any  rate,  not  that  granted 
to  tlie  Earl  of  Pembroke.  This  is  amply  confirmed  by 
Bcwbton  V.  Hardy  {a).  And  I  may  observe^  here,  that 
the  law  respecting  free  warren  was  more  frequently 
discussed,  and  better  understood  (at  any  rate,  the 
former),  in  the  reign  of  Queen  Elizabeth  than  now. 
In  that  case  the  word  "  warren  "  occurred  in  the  con- 
veyance; yet  it  was  held,  that  nothing  passed  except 
what  appertained  to  the  manon  Warren  is  not  parcel 
of  a  manor ;  but  it  may  be  appurtenant  to  it  by  pre- 

(o)  Cro,  EHx.  547. 

scription. 
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scription.      A  warren   appendant  or  appurtenant  can        I8S4. 
exist  only  by  prescription.     This  warren  seems  never  to        rj 
Iiave  been  heard  of  before  the  erant  of  Charles  I.     It        agahui 

DiMM. 

IS  not  said  to  have  even  been  a  parcel  of  the  manor. 
The  defendant,  therefore,  cannot  make  out  the  right 
claimed  by  his  first  plea;  and  his  second  plea  is,  in 
effect,  the  same. 


Williams  J.  With  respect  to  one  of  the  questions 
raised  by  the  case,  if  it  had  been  necessary  to  come 
to  a  conclusion  that,  when  a  distinct  issue  is  taken, 
a  party  is  entitled  to  travel  back  to  matter  upon  which 
another  issue  might  have  been  taken,  I  should  have 
wished  for  more  time  to  consider  before  giving  my 
assent.  But,  agreeing  as  I  do  with  the  rest  of  the 
Court  in  the  cpnstruction  which  they  put  upon  the  deed 
of  1818,  and  that  this  deed  does  not  sustain  that  which 
certainly  is  put  in  issue,  I  will  not  enquire  how  much  is 
put  in  issue  besides.  I  shall  content  myself  with  saying, 
that  this  deed  conveys  a  manor  only  with  its  accompani- 
ments (not  even  mentioning  free  warren,  supposing  that 
that  would  have  been  enough);  and  that  as  a  manor 
may,  and  generally  does,  exist  without  free  warren,  I 
think  the  defendant  has  not  made  out  his  issues. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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18S4. 


The  King  against  The  Hungeeford  Market 
Company  (a). 

(Ex  parte  Ye  axes.) 

Bythesct  TZELLYy  in  Easter  term  18SS,  obtained  a  rule  nisi 

establidUngthe  for  a  mandamus  calling  upon  the  Hungetford  Mar^ 

M^Com-  het  Company  to  issue  their  warrant  for  summoning  a 
S^SoiSSto*  jury  (pursuant  to  the  act  11  G.  4.  c.  Ixx.  local  and  per- 
P||||  ^^]JJ[J^*^  sonal,  public)  to  assess  compensation  to  Mary  Yeata 
or  buildings,      cc  f^^  ^^^  damage  sustained  by  her  in  respect  of  her 

and  erect  othen  °  .  . 

on  the  tite*        premises  situate  and  being  No.  23.  in  the  Strandj  by 

making  com- 
pensation (to 
be  assessed,  if 

necessary!  by  a  jury)  to  the  owners  of  any  premises  which  may  be  damaged  by  the  taking 
down  of  such  messuages  or  buildings.  The  act  also  provides,  that,  for  preserTing  uni- 
formity in  the  buildings  to  be  erected,  the  same  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Building  Act*  14  C*  3.  r.  78.,  nor  shall  such  provisions  be  enforced  with  respect  to  the 
same. 

The  company  having  bought  premises.  No.  22.,  under  the  authority  and  for  the  purposes 
of  the  local  act,  gave  notice  to  the  tenant  of  the  adjoining  hou^e.  No.  25.,  pursuant  to  the 
Building  Act,  that  the  party  wall  between  the  two  houses  was  apprehended  to  be  unsafe, 
and  that  the  owner  or  occupier  of  No.  2S,  was  required  to  appoint  surveyors  to  meet  those 
of  the  company  on  a  day  named,  and  certify  in  condition.  They  had  afterwards  leave, 
from  an  agent  of  the  tenant,  to  make  the  survey  earlier  than  the  time  fixed  by  the  iMtiee. 
Upon  such  survey,  the  wall  was  condemned ;  and  before  the  time  first  named  for  the  survey, 
the  company,  having  served  the  tenant  of  No.  29.  with  the  surveyors*  certificate,  according 
to  the  Building  Act,  began  to  pull  down  the  wall,  which  was  then  rebuilt,  and  the  laodloiS 
of  No.  23.  paid  half  the  expense,  according  to  the  Building  Act.  They  also  pulled  down 
and  rebuilt  the  whole  of  No.  22.  The  tenant  claimed  compensation,  under  the  local  act, 
for  losses  sustained  (in  business  and  otherwise)  in  consequence  of  the  above  proceedings : 
the  only  material  damage,  however,  appearing  to  have  resulted  from  the  taking  down  of 
the  party  wall : 

Held,  that  the  clause  excluding  the  operation  of  the  Building  Act  did  not  apply  to  party 
walls  between  the  company's  houses  and  those  of  other  persons. 

Held,  also,  upon  the  facU  of  the  case,  tliat  the  pulling  down  of  the  party  wall  was  a  pro* 
ceeding,  not  under  the  authority  of  the  local  act,  but  under  the  Building  Act,  although  the 
parties  bad  waived  the  notice  given  under  the  latter  act,  with  respect  to  the  time  of  survey. 

(a)  This  case  was  argued  and  determined  in  Michaehnat  term  1835 ;  but 
is  inserted  here  on  account  of  its  connection  with  the  next  case^  and  b  not 
published  in  Messrs.  BamewaU  and  AdolpkuiB  Reports. 

reason 
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reason  of  the  taking  down  by  the  company  of  the  bouse        18S4;* 
and  premises  numbered  22.  in  the  Strand^  for  the  pur-  ^   ^ 

poses  or  in  execution  of  the  said  act."  affumt 

Mary  Yeates  was  possessed  of  the  premises,  No.  23.  Honouioed 

_  ,  _  _  5.1  Market 

Strand^  as  tenant  for  a  term  of  years,  and  carried  on  Company, 
business  there.  The  company  bought  the  adjoining 
bouse,  No.  22.,  for  the  purposes  of  the  act,  under  the 
authority  thereby  given  them  (sect.  2.  {a) ),  with  respect 
to  the  premises  mentioned  in  a  schedule  to  the  said  act, 
in  which  the  last-mentioned  house  was  comprised.  In 
August  1832,  they  gave  notice  to  Mrs.  Yeates^  in  the 
form  prescribed  by  the  Building  Act  (14  G.  3.  c.  78. 
5.  38.),  that  the  party-wall  between  the  two  houses  was 
apprehended  to  be  so  far  out  of  repair,  that  it  must  be 
repaired,  or  pulled  down  and  rebuilt ;  and  they,  in  that 
notice,  stated  their  intention  to  have  the  wall  surveyed, 
pursuant  to  the  last-mentioned  act,  and  required  her  to 
appoint  surveyors  to  meet  those  of  the  company,  on  the 
17th  of  Naoembej^i  and  to  view  the  wall,  and  certify  its 
condition.  Mrs.  Yeates  referred  the  application  to  her 
landlord,  who  appointed  surveyors  to  meet  those  named 
by  the  company.  On  the  2d  of  November  she'  was 
served,  on  behalf  of  the  company,  with  a  certificate  of 
the  surveyors,  dated  the  same  day,  that  the  wall  was  of 
insufficient  thickness,  and  not  secure  against  fire,  and 
ought  to  be  rebuilt.  Before  the  serving  of  such  certifi- 
cate (as  she  stated),  the  company  began  to  take  down 
No.  22. ;  and,  on  the  14th  of  Naoember^  they  proceeded 
to  pull  down  the  party-wall  and  build  another.  No.  22. 
was  entirely  taken  down  and  rebuilt.  By  these  opera- 
tions Mrs.  Yeates  sustained  the  damage  for  which  com- 

(a)  See  U  let  out  in  the  next  cue^  p.  678. 

pensation 
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18S4.        pensation  was  now  sought,  the  principal  items  being, 
expense  in  removing  from,  and  being  kept  out  of,  her 

agoinu  premises  while  the  works  were  in  progress;  loss  of 
HuvoxBTo&B  Stock  on  the  same  occasion;  loss  of  trade;  damage  to 
Comp!i^.  l^er  household  goods ;  and  injury  to  her  business  by  the 
company  having  advertised  for  sale  the  materials  taken 
from  her  house,  thereby  causing  it  to  be  supposed  that 
she  had  discontinued  her  trade.  The  company,  in  their 
aiSdavits  in  opposition  to  the  rule,  stated,  that  the  length 
of  time  given  to  Mrs.  Yeates  by  the  notice  in  August 
1882,  for  appointing  surveyors,  had  been  dispensed 
with  by  her  son  on  her  behalf;  that  their  proceedings 
bad  in  other  respects  been  regular;  that  they  had  oc- 
casioned no  unnecessary  damage;  and  that  Mrs.  Yeaie^s 
landlord,  as  owner  of  No.  28.,  had  agreed  to  pay  half 
the  expense  of  rebuilding  the  party*wall,  according  to 
the  Building  Act  The  parts  of  the  Hungerford  Mar- 
ket Act  on  which  the  present  application  was  chiefly 
grounded  were  sect.  66.,  which  provides  that  buildings 
to  be  erected  under  that  statute  shall  not  be  subject  to 
the  Building  Act ;  and  sect  68.,  which  directs  com- 
pensation to  be  made  by  the  company  if  any  messuages, 
buildings,  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments  shall  be 
damaged  or  injured  by  the  taking  down  of  any  mes- 
suages, &c.  for  the  purposes  of  the  act;  such  compens- 
ation to  be  settled  by  a'  jury,  if  the  owners  or  occupiers 
think  the  satisfaction  offered  not  sufficient  (a). 

Sir 

(a)  Sect.  6S.  enacts.  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  company,  so  soon 
as  they  shall  have  completed  the  purchase  of  the  market,  market-liouse, 
messuages,  wharft,  &c.,  contracted  for  by  them  as  before  stated,  to  take 
down  or  alter  the  said  market-house,  messuages,  &c.,  purchased  or  to  be 
purchased  under  the  act,  to  build  a  new  market4iouse  on  the  cite,  *'  and 
also  to  take  down  the  houses  on  that  part  of  the  estate  called  Sungerfbrd 
Street  in  the  Strand,  and  to  erect  other  houses  in  lieu  thereof,  and  to 

widen 
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Sir  James  Scarlett  and  FoUett  shewed  cause,  No- 
vember 7ih  1833.  The  sixty-sixth  section  means  only 
that  the  houses  to  be  built  in  Hungerford  Street  {a) 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Building  Act 
inter  se :  it  does  not  preclude  the  act  from  operating  in 
questions  arising  from  the  situation  of  those  houses 
relatively  to  others.    The  damage  here  complained  of 


widen  and  alter  the  said  street,  and  to  extend  and  embank  the  wharfs," 
&c 

Sect.  65.  enacts,  *'  ThMt  in  pulling, down  and  rebuilding  Hungerford 
Street  aforesaid,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  company 
to  advance  the  houses  to  be  rebuilt  on  the  western  side  of  the  said  street 
fourteen  feet  on  the  public  highway :  Provided  always,  that  the  houses  to 
be  erected  by  the  said  company  on  the  eastern  side  thereof  be  thrown 
back  a  distance  of  not  less  than  twenty-four  feet." 

Sect.  66.  "  Provided  always,  and  be  it  further  enacted.  That  for 
preserving  unifbrmity  in  the  erections  and  buildings  hereby  authorised 
to  be  erected,  such  erections  and  buildings  shall  not  be  sulgect  to  the 
provisions  of  an  act  passed  in  the  fourteenth  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late 
Majesty  King  George  the  Third,  intituled,"  &c.  (setting  out  the  title  of 
the  Building  Act)  **  and  that  such  provisions,  or  any  of  the  danaes  coiw 
tained  in  such  act,  shall  not  be  applied  or  enforced  with  respect  to  such 
erections  and  buildings." 

Sect  68.  <*  Provided  always,  and  be  it  further  enacted,  Hat  in  case 
any  messuages  or  buildings,  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditamcnls,  shaU  be 
damaged  or  injured  by  or  in  the  taking  down  of  any  of  the  messuages  or 
buildings  to  be  taken  down  for  the  purposes  of  or  otherwise  in  the  exe- 
cution of  this  act,  the  said  company  by  their  said  directors  shall  and  they 
are  heieby  authorised  and  required,  by  and  out  of  the  money  to  arise  by 
virtue  of  this  act,  to  make  to  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  siich  measuagcs 
and  buildings,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  so  damaged  or 
injured,  such  compensation  and  satisfaction  for  such  damage  or  injury  as 
the  said  directon  shall  in  their  judgment  think  reasonable,  by  payment  of 
a  sum  of  money  in  gross ;  and  in  case  the  owners  or  occupiers  shall  think 
the  satisfaction  offered  to  them  by  the  said  committee  not  sufficient,  then 
the  same  shall  be  ascertained  and  settled  by  a  jury  in  manner  herein-before 
provided"  (sect  6.)  "  for  ascertaining  the  value  of  the  messuages,  lands, 
and  hereditaments  to  be  purchased,  taken,  and  used  for  the  purposes  of 
this  act. 

(a)  No.  S3,  was  the  comer  house  of  Hwtgerfhrd  Street* 

did 
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18S4<.        did  not  result  from  the  taking  down  oF  any  messuage 

or  building  for  the  purposes  of,  or  otherwise  in  the 

agahut        execution   of  the  act:    it  arose  from  the  state  of  the 

The 

HuNOKRFoiu)    party  wall :  if  any  individual  had  had  a  survey  made. 

Company,      ^nd  discovered   the  wall  to   be  dangerous,  the  same 

consequence  would    have    followed.      It  was   merely 

accidental  that  the  proceedings  of  this  company  gave 

occasion  for  discovering  the  condition  of  the  walL 

Kelly  and  Stammers  contr^.  This  is  the  precise  case 
described  by  sect  68. :  the  injury  arises  from  the  taking 
down  of  the  adjoining  messuage,  No.  22.,  in  execution 
of  the  act  11  G.  4.  c.  Ixx.  The  company  themselves 
shewed  that  they  were  not  proceeding  under  the  Build- 
ing Act,  by  beginning  to  pull  down  the  house  No.  22., 
and  the  party-wall  (for  the  whole  must  be  considered 
as  one  transaction),  before  the  time  fixed  by  the  notice 
which  they  had  given  under  that  act.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  say  that  they  were  irregular,  in  so  doing  under 
the  circumstances  stated;  but  it  is  clear  they  did  not 
consider  themselves  governed  by  the  Building  Act*  The 
losses  complained  of  ought  not  to  be  suffered  without 
some  compensation ;  they  are  not  such  as  the  Building 
Act  provides  for:  the  proper  remedy,  and  the  only 
effectual  one,  is  under  sect.  68.  of  the  company's  act 
The  pulling  down  of  the  messuage  adjoining  Mrs. 
Yeate^s  was  undoubtedly  done  in  execution  of  the 
purposes  of  that  act,  but  for  which  it  would  not  have 
taken  place.  IPatteson  J.  The  damage  was  occasioned 
by  pulling  down  the  party-wall,  not  the  house.]  It 
resulted  from  both  works  jointly.  The  two  proceedings 
cannot  be  separated;  if  they  could,  still  something  is 
due  for  injury  by  the  taking  down  of  the  house,  and  the 

amount 
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amount  would  be  for  a  jury  to  settle.  The  company's 
buildings  are,  by  sect.  66.,  exempted  from  the  operation 
of  the  Building  Act;  Mrs.  Yeates,  therefore,  could  not 
have  enforced  it  against  them ;  and  if  so,  it  n^ould  be 
unjust  that  they  should  be  enabled  to  enforce  it  against 
her.  The  rule,  as  laid  down  in  Rejp  v.  Pease  (a)  j  is, 
that  provisions  in  acts  of  parliament  are  to  be  construed 
according  to  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  words,  unless 
such  construction  would  lead  to  some  unreasonable 
result ;  and  here,  supposing  the  ordinary  sense  of  the 
words  to  be  as  contended  by  the  company,  the  result  of 
their  construction  would  be  unreasonable.  If  there  is 
an  ambiguity,  the  construction  of  an  act  of  this  kind 
should  be  against  the  company,  and  in  favour  of  private 
rights :  Scaks  v.  Pickering  (&). 


1834. 

The  Kiso 

agmnst 
The 

HuNGRRrORD 

Market 
Company. 


Denman  C.  J.  I  should  be  disposed  to  submit  this 
case  to  a  jury  if  there  were  any  doubt;  but,  looking  at 
the  clauses  of  1 1  G.  4.  c.  Ixx.,  which  have  been  referred 
to,  I  think  we  have  no  power  to  grant  a  mandamus.  It 
appears  to  me  that  the  intention  of  the  sixty-sixth  section 
was  merely  to  preserve  uniformity  among  the  buildings 
to  be  erected  under  that  act,  and  not  to  do  away  with 
the  necessity  that  a  good  party-wall  should  be  main- 
tained between  one  of  those  houses  and  a  neighbouring 
house,  not  within  the  provisions  of  the  act.  The  com- 
pany, then,  have  only  exercised  an  ordinary  right :  finding 
that  a  house,  adjoining  one  which  they  had  purchased, 
had  an  insufficient  party-wall,  they,  as  any  purchaser 
might  have  done,  enforced  the  provisions  of  the  Building 

(a)  4B.iJd.  41.     See  R.  ▼.   Churchtoardens  of  Si.  Pancrat,  aot^, 
p.  99. ;  Rod  A.  ▼.  Inhobiiantt  rf  Banbury,  Rntd,  p^  142;  149,  144. 
{h)  4  Bmg.  452.  per  BeU  C.  J. 

Vol.  L  Y  y  Act 
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I8S4.       Act  on  that  subject;  wheUier  xegularly  or  otherwise^  we 
are  not  now  called  upon  to  determine.     It  is  true  that 

The  KiKO  ,  ^ 

afininst  the  pulling  down  of  the  house  was  an  act  done  in  pur- 
HovoiRroED  suance  of  the  statute;  so  was  every  act,  even  to  the 
Compsox.  minutest,  done  by  the  company  in  the  course  of  these 
woiks;  but  it  would  be  going  very  far  to  say  that  oa 
that  account  the  sixty-eighth  section  applied  to  every 
thing  that  was  so  done.  The  only  question,  here,  is» 
whether  the  particular  act  from  which  the  damage 
immediately  proceeded  was  in  pursuance  of  the  statute: 
I  think  it  was  not,  but  that  the  company  merely  ex- 
ercised the  right  which  belonged  to  any  purchaser.  If 
their  proceeding  was  not  strictly  conformable  to  the 
Building  Act,  it  does  not  follow  that  they  are  amenable 
to  the  compensation  clause  of  1 1  G.  4.  c.  Ixx. 

Parke  J.  The  party  moving  for  this  rule  complains 
of  several  injuries,  but  does  oot  describe  very  distincdy 
whether  they  arose  from  the  pulling  down  of  the  party- 
wall  or  of  the  house :  if  from  the  latter,  however  trifling 
the  damage  might  be,  she  would  be  entitled  to  some 
compensation;  but  we  cannot  ascertain  from  the  affi- 
davits how  far  such  a  claim  as  this  exists.  Then  the 
question  is,  whether  the  injury  from  pulling  down  the 
party-wall  comes  within  the  sixty-eighth  section  of  the 
company's  act.  Suppose  the  Building  Act  had  not  ex- 
isted; the  company  would  then,  perhaps,  have  been 
satisfied  to  rebuild  the  house,  without  altering  the  party- 
wall  ;  or  if  they  had  taken  it  down  for  that  purpose, 
tliey  might  have  made  some  compensation.  But,  as  it 
is,  they  take  down  the  house,  and,  finding  the  party-wall 
in  a  state  not  safe  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Building  Act,  they  are  obliged  by  that  act  to  pull  down 
and  rebuild  it.     That  shews  that  the  proceeding,  as 

to 
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to  this  wall,  is  under  the  Building  Act,  and  not  under 
the  statute  11  G.  4.  c,  Ixx.  It  has  been  suggested 
with  considerable  ability  by  Mr.  Stammers^  that  the 
latter  act  repeals  the  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
pany to  provide  for  the  support  of  their  party-wall  at 
the  instance  of  a  neighbour,  and  consequently  that  they 
are  not  entitled  to  make  a  requisition  upon  the  neighbour 
for  that  purpose.  But  I  think  the  company  are  ex- 
empted from  the  Building  Act  only  as  to  the  manner  of 
separating  their  new  houses  from  each  other.  They 
may  build  them  of  such  proportions,  and  separate  them 
by  such  divisions,  as  they  please ;  but,  as  between  the 
company's  buildings  and  those  belonging  to  other  per- 
sons, the  public  are  entitled  to  the  same  protection  with 
respect  to  the  party-walls  as  they  had  before  the  passing 
of  the  company's  act. 


18S4. 

The  Kiwa 
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Taunton  J.  I  am  also  of  opinion,  for  the  reasons 
already  given,  that  the  company  are  not  exempted  from 
the  Building  Act,  in  respect  of  a  party-wall  like  this,  by 
the  Stat.  11  G.  4.  c.  Ixx.  5.  66.  Then  the  question  is, 
whether  the  party  making  this  application  has  sustained 
damage  by  the  doing  of  any  thing  in  execution  of  this 
statute.  Certainly  every  thing  done  by  the  company, 
constituted  as  it  is  by  this  act,  is,  to  some  intent,  for  the 
purposes  and  in  execution  of  the  act ;  but  the  question 
here  is,  not  whether  their  proceeding  was  so  generally, 
biit  whether  the  particular  thing  complained  of  was  so. 
Looking  at  the  affidavits,  and  at  the  general  complexion 
of  the  case,  I  think  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  taking 
down  of  this  wall  was  in  execution,  not  of  the  statute 
11  G.  4.  c.  Ixx.,  but  of  the  Building  Act  The  agree- 
ment of  Mrs.  Yeate^s  son,  not  to  insist  upon  the  notice 
y  y  2  (whether 
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1834.  (whether  he  was  then  her  agent  for  that  particular  pur** 
pose,  or  only  a  general  agent  for  her),  leaves  no  doubt 
that  the  parties,  at  that  time,  understood  that  the  steps 


The  Kino 

againU 

The 

HuKOBuroRs    in  question  were  being  taken  under  the  Building  Act, 
Compuiy.      and  that  they  meant  to  proceed  under  that,  and  not  the 
local  statute. 

Patteson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion;  and  I  think 
the  company  merely  did  what  might  have  been  done  by 
any  person  who  had  taken  the  premises  adjoining  those 
of  Mrs.  Yeates. 

Rule  discharged. 


Wlednetday, 
June  4th, 


The  King  against  The  Hungerford  Market 
Company. 

(Ex  parte  Eyre.) 


The  sutute  T\OWLING  had  obtained  a  rule  in  Michaelmas  term 

gave  \oThe  *  last.  Calling  upon  the  defendants  to  shew  cause  why 

UMkdiCom'  ^  mandamus  should  not  issue,  commanding  them  to 

poweiTto  pur-  ^^*"®  *  warrant  for  summoning  a  jury  (pursuant  to  staL 

chase  and  hold 
lands;  and 

also  a  power  to  purchase  certain  specified  lands  and  houses,  at  a  price  to  be  assessed,  if 
necessary,  by  a  jury ;  the  costs  of  the  assessment  to  be  borne  by  the  company,  if  a  higher 
price  was  assessed  than  they  offered,  but  otherwise  by  both  parties  equally*  llie  company 
were  empowered  to  erect  a  mailcet-house,  and  other  conTenient  buildings,  &c  for  a  market, 
and  were  directed  to  make  a  certain  avenue.  If  any  injury  should  be  done  to  any  messuages, 
&c.  by  the  taking  dawn  nf  any  buildings  for  Ike  purp<nes  of  or  in  the  execution  <f  the  ad, 
compensation  was  to  be  assessed  in  the  manner  before  provided  for  ascertaining  the  value  of 
lands,  &c.  to  be  purchased.  No  action  was  to  be  brought  for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance 
of  tlie  act,  or  of  the  powers  given  by  it,  without  twenty-eight  days*  notice,  nor  six  calendar 
months  aAer  the  cause  accruing : 

Held,  that  injury  done  to  a  house  not  specified  in  the  act,  by  taking  down  an  adjoining 
house,  which  also  was  not  specified,  but  had  been  purchased  by  the  company,  and  which  was 
taken  down  to  make  the  avenue,  was  not  an  injury  for  whidi  a  jury  could  be  tummoDed  to 
make  compensation  under  the  act ;  and  that  taking  down  the  party  wall  between  the  two 
bouses  was  not  such  an  injury. 

Quaere,  Whether  the  clause  as  to  the  notice  and  limitation  of  action  would  have  been 
appUcablci  if  the  owner  of  the  house  injured  had  brought  an  action  ? 

11  G,  4. 
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11  0. 4.  c.  Ixx.  (a),  local  and  personal,  public),  to  assess        1834. 
compensation  to  be  made  to  Eleanor  Eyre  for   the      t^JTkiko 
damage  and  injury  sustained  by  her,  in  respect  of  her        ^^^^ 
premises  situate  No.  12.  ViUiers  Street^  in  the  Strand^    HoitatRfo»D 
by  reason  of  the  taking  down,  or  beginning  to  take      Companj. 
down,  by  the  said  company,  of  the  house  and  premises 
numbered  11.,  for  the  purposes  and  in  the  execution  of 
the  said  act.   The  affidavits  stated  the  following  &cts: — - 
Mrs.  Eyre  was  occupier  of  the  above-mentioned  house, 
which  was  adjoining  to  No.  11.  in  Villiers  Street.  No.  11* 
had  been  purchased  by  the  company :  it  is  not  in  the 
first  schedule  of  the  act,   referred  to  in   the  second 

(a)  Sect.  1.,  after  incorpomtingthe  company,  enactS)  that  they  shaU  have 
full  power  and  authority  to  purchase  and  bold  lands,  tenements,  and  bere- 
ditamenta  to  them,  their  successora  and  aaaigns,  for  the  use  of  the  said 
undertaking,  and  also  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  said  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments  again,  in  manner  by  this  act  directed,  without  incur-^ 
ring  any  of  the  penalties  or  forfeitures  of  the  statute  of  mortmain. 

Sect  2.  enacts,  «  That  when  and  as  soon  as  any  grants,  releases,  con* 
veyances,  or  assurances,  grant,  release,  conveyance,  or  assurance,  neces- 
sary or  expedient  for  conveying  and  assuring  the  said  old  market,  market- 
house,  messuage8>  wharf,  stairs,  shops,  and  buildings  so  contracted  to  he 
purchased"  (as  recited  in  sect.  l.)>  **  ^ith  the  appurtenances  thereunto 
belonging,  and  the  inheritance  thereof  in  fee  simple,  shall  have  been  made 
and  executed  unto  the  said  company,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  com- 
pany, (or  the  directors  for  the  time  being  to  be  appointed  by  this  act,)  and 
they  are  hereby  authorised  and  empowered,  to  treat  for,  purchase,  and 
take  all  or  any  of  the  several  subsisting  leases  or  agreements  for  leases 
of  or  in  any  part  or  parts  of  the  said  premises,  and  also  to  treAt  for,  pur- 
chase, and  take  the  several  messuages,  wharfs,  lands,  and  hereditaments 
mentioned  and  specified  in  the  first  schedule  to  this  act  annexed,  or  so 
many  or  such  part  or  parts  thereof  as  the  said  company  or  their  directors 
for  the  time  being  shall  think  necessary  and  proper  to  be  taken  and  used 
for  the  purposes  of  this  act ;  which  said  premises  when  purchased  shall  be 
respectively  conveyed  to  and  vested  in  the  said  company  in  fee  simple  for 
tiie  purposes  of  this  act** 

Sects.  6.  and  7.  provide  for  the  assessment  of  compensation  by  a  jury,  in 
case  the  owners  of  premises  comprised  in  the  schedule  refuse  or  are  unable 
to  treat ;  and  for  the  vesting  of  such  premises  in  the  company  on  payment 
of  the  compensation. 

Y  y  3  section  J 
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ISSi.       section;  but  it  stood  between  Mo.  12.  and  No.  10.  ia 
the  same  street;  and  No.  10,  is  in  the  first  schedule^ 

The  Kiir« 

ofininu       and  bad  been  purchased  by  the  company.     The  houses 

The 

HoKoenroiin  No.  11.  and  No.  12.  had  originally  formed  a  single 
Compa^.  house.  The  company,  in  making  an  avenue  in  a  straight 
line  with  Duke  Sireet,  Adelphi^  into  the  market,  crossing 
ViUien  Street  at  right  angles,  took  down  No.  10.  and 
No.  11.;  and,  in  taking  down  No.  11.,  the  house  of 
Mrs.  Ej/re^  No.  12.,  was  injured,  either  from  the  par- 
tition between  the  houses  being  damaged,  or  from  the 
maiir  body  of  Mrs.  Eyr^s  house  giving  way  in  conse- 
quence of  the  removal  of  No.  11. 

Sir  James  Scarlett  and  Hill  shewed  cause  in  Easter 
term  last,  Majf  7th  (a).  Neither  Mrs.  Eyr^%  house,  nor 
No*  11.,  the  house  which  has  been  pulled  down,  is  in 
the  first  schedule  of  the  act.  The  company,  therefore, 
had  no  power,  under  the  act,  to  purchase  No.  11.;  and, 
as  to  that  house,  and  all  their  acts  respecting  it,  they 
are  in  the  situation  of  any  other  purchaser.  Therefore 
the  taking  down  of  No.  11.  is  not  within  the  words  of 
the  sixty-eighth  section  (&),  **  for  the  purposes  of  or 
otherwise  in  the  execution  of  this  act,"  unless  it  be  said 
that,  inasmuch  as  the  company  exist  only  by  virtue  of 
the  act,  whatever  they  do  is  done  in  execution  of  it  But 
such  a  construction  would  be  absurd :  it  would  include 
the  taking  down  of  houses  by  the  company  in  any  part 
of  the  kingdom.  In  Hex  v.  The  Hungerfbrd  Market  Com^ 
pony  (Ex  parte  Yeates)  (c),  one  of  the  houses  named  in 
the  schedule  was  taken  down  by  the  company,  and  they 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Littledaie,  Patteson,  and  JFUUanuJs. 

(b)  See  page  671.  ante,  note. 

(c)  Antd,  p.  668.  S.  C.  2  Nev.  ^  M.  24a 

also 
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Also  took  down  the  party-wall  of  the  adjoining  bouse ;        1834*. 
and  it  was  held,  that  the  owner  of  the  adjoininir  house       '    ~ 

•^  °  The  KiKO 

could  not  avail  herself  of  the  sixty-eighth  section,  in  againu 
respect  of  the  injury  done  by  taking  down  such  party-  Hukobhpord 
wail;  because,  in  taking  down  that  wall,  the  company  Companj. 
had  done  no  more  than  any  other  purchaser  of  the  ad- 
joining premises  might  have  done  under  the  Build- 
ing Act  (a).  On  the  same  principle,  the  remedy  here 
must  be  at  common  law.  IPattesonJ.  In  the  case 
eited,  much  stress  was  laid  on  the  sixty-sixth  section  of 
the  local  act  (6).]  The  sixty-eighth  sectipn  applies  only 
where  the  company  have  availed  themselves  of  the 
especial  privileges  conferred  by  the  act.  In  the  eighth 
section  {c)  (with  which,  as  well  as  with  the  other  clauses 
rdating  to  the  assessment  of  compensation,  the  sixty- 
eighth  connects  itself),  the  provision  as  to  costs  is,  that 
they  shall  be  borne  equally  by  the  company  and  their 
opponents  where  the  damages  do  not  exceed  the  com- 
pensation offered  by  the  company,  and  by  the  company 
alone  where   they  do  exceed  it.    This  clause  cannot 

(a)  14  6. 3.  c  78.  (»)  Antd,  page  671.  note. 

(c)  Sect.  S.  enacts,  "  That  in  every  case  where  a  Terdict  shall  be  given 
by  any  such  jury  as  aforesaid  for  more  money  than  shall  have  been  pre- 
viously offered  by  the  said  company  as  a  recompense  and  satisfaction  for 
any  such  messuages,  wharfs,  lands,  or  hereditaments  as  aforesaid,  or  for 
any  such  estate,  right,  or  interest  therein,  or  for  any  damage  or  injury 
that  may  have  been  sustained  by  any  person  or  persons  as  aforesaid,  all 
the  costs  incurred  in  summoning,  impanelling,  and  returning  such  jury, 
taking  such  inquisition,  and  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  and  recording 
the  verdict  or  judgment  thereon,  shall  be  borne  by  the  said  company ; 

and  in  every  case  where  a  verdict  shall  be  given  by  any  such 

jury  for  no  more  or  for  less  money  than  shall  have  been  previously  offered 
by  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  company  as  such  recompense  or  satisfaction  as 
aforetaid,  all  the  costs  incurred  as  aforesaid  shall  be  borne  in  equal  pro- 
portions by  the  party  or  parties  refusing  or  neglecting  to  treat  or  agree 
as  before  mentioned  and  by  the  said  company." 

Y  y  4  *PP'y 
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1834.       Apply  where  the  parties  are  merely  contending  as  to 
common  law  rights :  in  the  present  instance,  the 
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agtmut        pany  could  not  offer  compensation,  as  Uiey  contend  that 
HuMOKEroRD    there  is  no  injury  occasioned  by  the  taking  down  of  any 
Company,      building  for  the  purposes  or  in  the  execudon  of  the  act 

Kelly  and  Dowling  in  support  of  die  rule.  In  Rexr*  The 
Hungerford  Market  Company  (JBr  parte  Yeates)  (a),  the 
question  was  simply  as  to  the  applicability  of  the  Build- 
ing Act:  and  it  was  held,  that  the  proceeding  in  ques- 
tion had  been  taken  under  that  act,  and  was  not  a  thing 
done  under  the  Hungerford  Market  Act  That  question 
does  not  arise  here.  It  is  clear  that  the  latter  act  con- 
templated the  doing  of  many  things  besides  the  purchase 
ofthe  premises  mentioned  in  the  first  schedule.  Thus,  the 
first  section  gives  the  company  power  to  purchase  and 
hold  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  generally,  and  to 
sell  the  same ;  the  sixty-fourth  section  gives  them  power 
to  stop  up  certain  ways,  and  requires  them  to  make  an 
avenue  from  Ihike  Street  to  Hungerford  Market  {b) :  and 
it  was  for  the  purpose  of  making  that  avenue  that  the 
house  Na  11.  was  taken  down.    The  objection  urged, 

(a)  Ante,  page  668.  2  Nev,  {•  M.  S4a 

(6)  Sect  64.  enacts,  **  That  in  erecting  the  letenl  buildings  herein- 
before authorised  to  be  erected,  it  shall  be  lawrul  for  the  said  company 
to  build  on  so  much  and  sueh  parts  of  the  places  called  One  Shan  Covrtp 
Hdel  AlUy,  and  CharUi  Court,  as  are  bounded  by  and  included  between 
any  of  the  messuages  and  buildings  herein-before  authorised  to  be  puUed 
down,  and  thereby  to  stop  up  the  way  and  passage  over  the  same  parts 
of  the  said  courts  and  alley :  Provided  always,  that  the  said  company  do 
ttake  an  avenue  from  the  said  market  to  and  in  a  straight  line  with  DmAt 
Stred  in  the  AddpH,  of  the  width  of  twel?e  feet,  and  underneath  some  of 
^  the  buildings  to  be  erected  in  pursuance  of  this  act,  and  do  also  make 

passages  to  the  York  BuUdingt  Wharf  fnm  the  said  market,  tod  also  tnm 
PWieri  Street  in  the  StnOtd, 

that 
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that  they  are  doing  no  more  than  any  other  owner  of        1834. 
No.  IL  might  dO|   would  apply  to  the  case  even  of       "~" 

Tho  Kins 

taking  down  the  houses  mentioned  in  the  first  schedule,        of^aimt 

The 

after  they  were  once  purchased.  The  remedy  given  by  Huvquifoiid 
the  sixty-eighth  section  is  cumulative,  and  may  exist  comptDy. 
together  with  the  common  law  remedy.  The  latter  is 
confined  to  cases  of  negligence  and  wilful  trespass.  The 
legislature,  while  they  conferred  peculiar  rights  on  the 
company,  probably  intended  to  impose  more  than  the 
common  law  liabilities.  But  for  the  first  section,  the 
pompany  could  not  have  purchased  No.  1 1. ;  they  pur- 
chased it,  therefore,  under  the  power  given  in  the  act, 
and  they  have  taken  it  down  in  the  execution  of  the 
act  In  Ex  parte  FarUm  (a),  and  Bex  v.  The  Hungerford 
Market  Company  {Ex  parte  StiB)  (i),  it  was  urged,  that 
this  remedy  could  not  be  granted  in  a  case  where  the 
company,  having  acquired  the  reversion  of  premises 
occupied  by  a  tenant,  used  against  that  tenant  those 
rights  only  which  any  other  landlord  might  use  t  yet  the 
Court  granted  the  remedy.  ILittledale  J.  If  Mrs.  Eyre 
had  brought  an  action  at  common  law,  do  you  say  she 
must  have  given  twenty-eight  days'  notice,  and  have 
been  barred  by  the  lapse  of  six  months,  under  the 
ninety-third  section  ?  (c)]     The  company  would   have 

(a)  S^.^Jd.  341.  (6)  4  ^.  4*  Ad.  S92. 

(e)  Sect.  98.  eoacti,  That  no  action  shell  be  commenced  aj^nst  any 
person  **  for  anj  thing  done  in  pursuance  of  thu  act,  or  of  anj  of  the 
powers  hereby  given,"  until  twenty-eight  days'  notice  (in  manner  par- 
ticulArly  directed  by  this  clause)  shall  have  been  given,  or  after  sufficient 
satisfiwdon  or  tender  of  amends  made,  or  after  six  calendar  months  next 
after  the  cause  of  such  action  shall  have  arisen ;  and  every  such  action 
shall  be  brought  and  tried  in  the  county  where  the  cause  of  action  shall 
have  arisen,  and  not  elsewhere;  and  the  defendant  or  defendants  may 
plead  the  general  issuer  and  give  this  act  and  the  special  matter  in 
evidence,  ftc  And  if  the  action  shaU  be  brought  contrary  to  these 
ptovisiitos,  the  jury  shall  find  fbr  the  defendant  or  defendaii^ 

been 
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1854*        been  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  that  clause  against  her; 

"■"^  fiar  they  would  have  said  that  the  act  complained  of  was 

The  Kiva  ^                                                                  ^ 

•gamti  done  bonft  fide  in  execution  of  the  statute;  and,  as 
The 

HovuxaroKD  they  are  under  this  especial  protection,  there  may  well 

Company,      be  an  especial  remedy.     The  sixty-eighth  section  is  not 

limited  by  its  terms  to  the  premises  mentioned  in  the  first 

schedule ;  and  it  must  be  held  to  include  all  premises 

coming  within  the  sixty-third  or  sixty-fourth  sections. 

Cur.  adv.  vuli. 


Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. 

This  was  a  rule  nisi  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
compel  the  Hungerford  Market  Company  to  summon  a 
jury,  and  assess  the  damages  alleged  to  have  been 
sustained  by  Mrs.  Eyre^  the  tenant  of  a  houses  No*  12. 
Villiers  Street^  by  the  company  taking  down  and  re- 
building that  adjoining,  No.  11. 

No.  U.  is  not  mentioned  in  the  schedule  of  the  act  of 
parliament  incorporating  the  company:  No.  10.  is;  and 
the  company  are  empowered  to  take  No.  10.  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  act.  There  is  also  a  general  power  given 
by  sect  1.  to  the  company  to  purchase  land.  It  is 
directed  by  the  act,  that  a  passage  should  be  made 
under  the  houses  in  a  specified  line;  and  for  that 
purpose  they  are  empowered  to  take  No.  10.  They 
subsequently  bought  No.  11.,  and  have  pulled  down 
and  rebuilt  it,  as  well  as  No.  10.;  and  it  is  for  the 
damage  done  to  No.  12.  in  pulling  down  and  rebuilding 
No.  n.  that  Mrs.JSy»-e  seeks  to  recover.  The  section 
relied  on  is  the  sixty-eighth,  which  enacts,  that  persons 
shall  be  entitled  to  compensation  who  are  **  damaged  or 
injured  by  or  in  the  taking  down  of  any  of  the  messuages 

or 
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or  buildings  to  be  taken  down  for  the  purposes  of,  or        18d4« 

otherwise  in  the  execution  of  this  act."     It  is  not  very 

^       The  Ki»a 
clearly  made  out  by  these  affidavits,  whether  the  damage        a/somje 

The 
complained  of  was  done  \^  by  or. in  the  taking  down"    HowGrnfow 

of  No.  11.,  or  by  taking  down  the  party-wall  between      company. 

No.  11*  and  No.  12.     If  it  was  done  by  taking  down 

the  party-wall,  then  the  case  of  Hex  v.  The  Hungerfard 

Market  Compami  {In  re  Yeates)  (a)  is  directly  in  point, 

and  shews  that  the  writ  of  mandamus  ought  not  to  issue. 

But,  assuming  that  the  damage  was  done  **  by  or  in  the 

taking  down"  of  No.  11.,   then   the  question  arises, 

whether  that  taking  down  was  **  for  the  purposes  of,  or 

otherwise  in  the  execution  of  the  act,"   within  the 

meaning  of  the  sixty-eighth  section.      Now,  it  is  to  be 

observed,   that  the  company  had   no  power  to  take 

No.  11.  against  the  will  of  the  owner  and  occupier;  but 

bought  the  house  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other 

person  might  have  done,  by  agreement  with  the  former 

owner.    No  doubt  can  be  entertained,  that  if  any  other 

person  had  so  bought  No.  11.,  or  if  it  had  remained  the 

property  of  the  former  owner,  such  purchaser,  or  such 

owner,  might  have  pulled  it  down  without  any  authority 

from  Parliament,  and  would  not  have  been  liable  to 

make  compensation  to  the  occupier  of  No.  12.  for  any 

damage  not  arising  from  negligence,  unless,  indeed,  the 

party-wall  had  been  taken  down,  and  then  the  Building 

Act  would  apply ;  but  the  assumption  now  is,  that  the 

damage  did  not  arise  from  taking  down  the  party-wall. 

Why,  then,  should  the  company  be  obliged  to  make 

compensation,  if  any  other  purchaser,  or  the  former 

owner,  would  not? — Only  because  the  legislature,  having 

(a)  Antd,  p.  668.  5*.  C.  9  Nev.  i  Man.  34a 

given 
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I8S4.  given  the  company  certain  compulsory  powers,  has 
.  thought  it  right  to  throw  a  larger  protection  over  all 
agoimt  persons  who  may  sufler  by  the  exercise  of  those  com- 
HuKQBftroKD  pulsory  powers,  than  by  the  common  law  they  would 
Company,  receive.  If,  therefore,  the  compulsory  power  had  eit- 
tended  to  No.  11.,  those  who  were  damaged  or  injured 
by  the  taking  down  of  No.  1 1.  would  be  within  the  act, 
as  well  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  No.  11.  as  of  the 
adjoining  property;  for  they  could  not,  by  any  contract 
or  arrangement  amonst  themselves,  prevent  the  doing  of 
such  damage  or  injury.  But  in  this  case,  where  the 
company  had  no  monopoly  as  to  the  purchase  of  No.  1 U, 
the  owners  and  occupiers  of  the  adjoining  house.  No.  12., 
stood  in  no  need  of  the  protection  of  the  act,  nor  can 
they  enforce  any  of  its  provisions.  The  sixty-eighth 
section  must  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  com- 
pulsory powers  of  the  act ;  and  it  applies  to  no  case  in 
which  those  powers  are  not  exercised.  In  some  sense, 
all  the  acts  of  the  company  may  be  said  to  be  done 
<*  for  the  purposes  of,  or  in  the  execution  of  the  act;" 
for  if  the  act  had  not  been  passed,  the  company  would 
not  have  existed!  but  this  section  relates  only  to  the 
taking  down  of  houses  for  the  purposes  of,  and  in 
execution  of  the  act ;  and  those  houses  are  such  alone 
as  they  have  a  compulsory  power  to  take.  It  has  been 
urged,  that  the  clause  limiting  the  time  of  bringing  an 
action  will  shut  out  Mrs.  Eyre  from  all  remedy.  If 
that  clause  will  apply  to  her  case,  still  there  was  a  time 
when  she  might  have  sued ;  and  if  she  has  suffered  it  to 
elapse,  that  is  her  own  fault :  and  that  very  clause  shews 
that  the  legislature  contemplated  that  some  things  might 
be  done  even  under  the  act^  which  would  not  be  the 

subject 
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subject  of  compensation  under  the  sixty-eighth  or  any 
other  section.     For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opin'on 

i_        1^ .         .  ,       ,.     ,  ,  The  K«a 

that  this  rule  must  be  discharged.  agamn 

The 

Rule  discharged.    HiniGimroRD 

Ma  men 

'   Compuij. 


Thomas  against  Williams.  wedne$dttsf, 

^  June  4tb. 

A  SSUMPSIT  for  wages  due  from  the  defendant  to  A  cannnii«an 

XX  °  of  bankrupt 

the  plaintiff*     Plea,  first,  the  general  issue,  secondly  does  not 

bankruptcy  and  certificate.     On  the  trial  before  Lord  diMoiuUonof 

Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  Middlesex  sittings  after  last  Easter  of  hiring 

term,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  in  October  1826,  bftokruptafld 

entered  as  clerk  into  the  service  of  the  defendant,  who  ^'^/ftbt' clerk 

was  an  auctioneer,  at  a  salary  of  60/.  per  annum.     The  *^"«  ^^'•**  ^°' 

'  *^  a  year,  con- 

defendant  became  bankrupt;  and  a  commission  issued  tinueintbe 

bankrupt's 

on  the  10th  of  Jidy  1828.     He  had  been  imprisoned  office  after  Uia 

ban  kruptCT* 

about  a  month  before  that  time,  under  an  exchequer  and  then  in  the 
process  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown,  and  remained  in  prison  year,  bymu^al 
till  a  year  after  the  commission   had   issued.     From  ^nmictbi* 
the  commencement  of  the  imprisonment,  till  the  issuing  ^„„?*'  °° 
of  the  commission,  and  for  ten  days  after,  the  defendant's  •J»nd«ngthat 

*^  the  clerk  is  to 

business  was  conducted  by  the  defendant's  brother.  From  be  paid  rate- 

.  ably  for  hia 

October  1826,  till  the  issuing  of  the  commission,  and  aerricei  during 
as  long  after  as  the  brother  conducted  the  business,  the  yaar,  the  dcrk 
plaintiff  continued  to  attend;  but,  after  the  commission  by°i^e  certifi- 
issued,  there  was  nothing  for  him  to  do,  and  he  left  off  SSTeriSTaUAe 
attending,  upon   the  brother  ceasing  to  conduct  the  JJl^'^^'^uefrom 
business.     When  the  plaintiff  ceased  to  attend,  10/.  pf  the  year  latt 

before  the  com- 
miation  up  to 
the  time  of  rescinding,  no  part  of  such  wages  being  proTeable  under  the  commission.     The 
prcmsioB  in  6  G»  4.  c.  16.  s.  48.  for  payment  of  clerks  and  servants,  makes  do  difference  ia 
this  re»pect. 

A  jury  may  infer  such  an  understanding  from  the  clerk  haTtng  continued  after  the  bank- 
ruptcy in  the  bankrupt's  office  as  long  as  the  bankrupt's  brother  remained  there  managing 
the  business  (as  he  had  also  done  for  a  month  before  the  bankraptcy),  although^  in  fact, 
there  was  noUiing  for  the  clerk  to  do  after  the  bankruptcy. 

wages 
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1834.       wages  were  due,  on  the  supposition  of  his  being  entitled 

to  a  rateable  proportion  of  his  salary  up  to  that  Ume. 

jgamtt  On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  objected,  first,  that 
all  the  wages  due  as  such,  were  due  at  the  time  of  the 
bankruptcy,  and  therefore  that  the  claim  was  barred  by 
the  certificate,  no  work  having  been  performed  after  the 
bankruptcy,  and  the  contract  having  been  thereby  dis- 
solved ;  and,  secondly,  that  if  any  thing  was  recover- 
able, the  remedy  would  be  a  special  action  of  assum'psit. 
For  the  plaintifi*,  it  was  contended,  that  this  must  be 
taken  to  be  a  yearly  hiring,  and  that  the  dissolution 
was  effected,  not  by  the  issuing  of  the .  commission, 
but  by  a  subsequent  understanding  between  the  parties  ,- 
whence  the  wages,  not  being  due  before  the  deter- 
mination of  the  contract,  could  not  be  claimed  tiU 
the  expiration  of  ten  days  after  the  commission,  and 
therefore,  could  not  have  been  proved  under  it.  The 
Lord  Chief  Justice  left  it  to  the  jury,  whether  the  con« 
tract  had  been  dissolved,  after  the  issuing  of  the  commis- 
sion, by  the  consent  of  the  parties ;  directing  them,  if  they 
should  be  of  that  opinion,  to  find  for  the  plaintiff*  The 
jury  found  for  the  plaintiii^  and  his  lordship  reserved 
leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

W.  H.  Watson^  in  this  term  {May  24th),  moved  ac- 
cordingly. The  argument  for  the  plaintiff  is,  that 
the  salary  was  payable  yearly ;  and  if  the  plaintiff  be 
entitled  to  recover  at  all,  on  such  a  supposition,  his 
remedy  is  by  a  special  action  of  assumpsit  against  the 
defendant,  for  not  continuing  him  in  the  situation  of 
clerk  until  the  expiration  of  the  year,  as  the  salary  was 
payable  at  the  end  of  the  year,  and,  until  the  service  was 
completed,  could  not  be  payable.  Thus  a  seaman,  who 
had  engaged  in  a  voyage  on  an  express  stipulation  that 

he 
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he  should  not  receive  his  wages  before  the  end  of  the        18S4. 
voyage,  and  that  he  should  assist  in  bringing  the  ship       Z, 
back  before  he  could  make  any  demand  for  them,  and        agamm 

Williams. 

who  had  been  discharged  before  the  end  of  the  voyage, 
was  held  not  to  be  entitled  to  recover  for  work  and 
labour ;  Hulk  v.  Heightman.  (a)  IDemnan  C.  J.  The 
jury  here  found  that  the  contract  was  dissolved.]  There 
was  no  evidence  from  which  the  jury  could  infer  it,  for  the 
parties  never  met.  And  then,  as  to  the  time ;  if  the  con* 
tract  was  dissolved  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  the 
certificate  is  a  bar;  if  it  was  dissolved  afterwards,  the 
plaintiff  has  done  nothing  without  proving  that  there  was 
an  agreement  to  pay  wages  pro  rata ;  for,  without  such 
an  agreement,  no  part  of  the  wages  is  recoverable.  In 
Grimnmn  v«  Le^e{b)y  where  the  contract  between  a 
landlord  and  his  lodger  was  rescinded  in  the  middle  of 
a  quarter,  by  mutual  consent,  but  the  rent  had  been 
originally  made  payable  quarterly,  it  was  held,  that  the 
landlord  could  not  recover  pro  rata,  nor  for  the  whole 
of  the  current  quarter.  In  Aikin  v.  Acton  [c\  Lord 
Tenterden^  at  nisi  prius,  expressed  an  opinion,  that  a 
servant,  discharged  without  notice  in  the  middle  of  a 
year,  for  indecent  conduct,  could  not  recover  wages  for 
any  part  of  the  year.  Denman  C.  J.  acted  upon  that 
opinion,  at  nisi  prius,  in  Turner  v.  Robinson ;  and  this 
Court  afterwards  refused  to  disturb  the  ruling  (^Q.  In 
Cutter  V.  Powell  {e)f  a  seaman  received  a  promissory 
note  for  the  payment  of  thirty  guineas,  provided  he 
continued  and  did  his  duty  in  the  ship  to  the  port  of 
Liverpool  s  but  he  died  shortly  before  the  ship's  arrival 

(a)  2 EaU,  J 45.  (6)  SB,  ^C.  324. 

(c)  4  C.  4^  P.  208.  {d)  5B.iA(L  789. 


(e)  6  r.  R.  38a 


at 


WlUJAMf. 


ess  CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 

1884.        at  Liverpool;  and  it  was  held  that  he  coald  not  recover, 
either  on  the  entire  contract,  or  on  a  quantum  meruit 

Thomas  ^ 

againat  In  The  CouiUess  of  Plymouth  v.  Thrf^;morton  {a\  a  con- 
tract to  pay  a  party  100/.  per  annum  for  his  services  in 
collecting  rent,  was  held  to  be  indivisible ;  and,  the  party 
having  died  in  the  middle  of  a  year,  it  was  held  that  his 
executor  could  not  recover  for  any  part  of  that  current 
year.  This  is  the  answer  to  the  mode  in  which  the 
plaintiff  puts  his  case ;  but  the  correct  view  of  it  is, 
that  the  commission  dissolved  the  contract  ipso  facto. 
The  contract  between  master  and  servant  is  sui  generis^ 
by  general  understanding,  being  dissoluble  by  a  payment 
of  wages  or  warning :  and  upon  such  dissolution  the 
servant  is  to  have  his  wages  apportioned,  though  be  con- 
tinue in  service  only  for  part  of  the  yean  Now  the 
bankruptcy  prevented  the  continuance  of  the  service  as 
clerk,  because  the  trading  ceased ;  and  it  would  be  an 
extreme  hardship  both  to  bankrupts  and  their  clerks,  if 
the  bankrupt,  who  can  no  longer  trade,  is  to  be  liable 
after  his  bankruptcy  on  a  contract  for  services  in  his 
trade,  and  the  clerk  obliged  to  continue.  The  statute 
6  G.  4.  r.  16.  5.  48.  puts  servants  and  clerks  on  the  same 
footing,  and  provides  that  they  shall  receive  out  of  the 
estate  of  Uie  bankrupt  the  wages  due  at  the  time  of  the 
commission,  not  exceeding  six  months.  This  shews 
that  the  contract  ceases  at  the  time  of  the  commission ; 
it  will  not  be  contended  that  the  wages,  under  this 
section,  are  to  be  reckoned  down  only  to  the  last  half 
year  or  year  which  expired  before  the  commission  issued. 

Cm\  ado.  vidt. 

(a)  \SaUt.^S. 

Lord 
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Lord  Demman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of       18S4>. 
the  Court.  _ 

Thomas 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  salary  due  to  a      ^ainu 
merchant's  clerk.     The  defendant  pleaded  the  general 
issue ;  and,  secondly,  his  bankruptcy  and  certificate. 

The  facts  proved  before  me  at  nisi  prius  were,  that 
the  plaintiff  entered  into  the  defendant's  service  at  602. 
a  year ;  that  he  served  a  complete  year,  and  until  the 
middle  of  Jlfoy  in  the  second  year.  Then  the  defendant 
fell  into  difficulties,  and  left  his  business  to  be  con- 
ducted by  his  brother :  he  became  bankrupt,  and  a  com- 
mission was  awarded  against  him  on  the  10th  of  Jtdy. 
The  plaintiff  continued  acting  as  a  clerk,  while  the 
brother  conducted  the  business ;  which  he  ceased  to  do 
about  the  20th  of  the  same  month. 

He  had  received  the  whole  of  the  first  year's  salary, 
and  money  from  time  to  time  on  account  of  the  second : 
the  balance  due  pro  rata,  at  that  period,  was  10/. 

It  appeared  to  me,  that  the  salary  was  not  due  at  the 
time  of  issuing  the  commission,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
certificate  was  no  bar ;  but  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  recover  on  the  quantum  meruit  for  all  that  part  of  the 
second  year  during  which  he  acted  as  clerk ;  the  jury 
agreeing  with  me  in  opinion  that  his  ceasing  so  to  act, 
because  his  master  ceased  to  carry  on  the  business, 
proved  a  dissolution  of  the  contract  by  mutual  consent 

A  new  trial  was  moved  for,  on  the  ground  that  the 
act  of  bankruptcy,  or  at  least  the  commission,  operated 
ipso  facto  a  dissolution  of  all  contracts;  a  proposition  for 
which  no  authority  was  quoted.  But  the  learned  counsel 
referred  to  the  forty-eighth  clause  of  the  Bankrupt  Act, 
which  enables  the  assignees  to  pay  all  servants  of  the 
bankrupt  such  wages  as  may  be  due  at  the  time  of  the 

Vol,  I.  Z  a  com- 
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18S4.        commission,  as  proving  that  contracts  of  hiring  and 

•—^^       service  were  considered  to  be  thereby  terminated :  and 

Thomas  ,  ^ 

a^^mut  he  urged  the  great  inconvenience  and  hardship  on  mer- 
chants who  became  bankrupts,  if  they  should  continue 
all  their  lives  liable  to  the  numerous  persons  whom 
they  may  have  been  compelled  by  misfortune  to  dis- 
cbarge from  their  employ. 

But  we  are  of  opinion,  that  this  section  only  operated 
to  l^alise  the  humane  practice,  which  prevailed  before 
the  passing  of  the  act,  of  paying  clerks  and  servants  fiill 
six  months'  wages  out  of  the  estate;  and  that  it  has 
made  no  alteration  in  the  legal  effect  of  the  contract  of 
hiring;  and,  consequently,  that,  as  the  wages  had  not 
become  due  at  the  time  of  the  commission,  either  by 
efflux  of  time,  or  by  a  dissolution  of  the  contract,  the 
bankrupt's  certificate  forms  no  defence  to  this  action. 
It  may  be  added,  that  the  inconvenience  apprehended  is 
not  likely  to  occur  often,  as  persons  in  the  plaintiff's 
situation  must  be  expected  to  avail  themselves  of  the 
section  above  referred  to. 

Rule  refused. 
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Eaden  and  Another  again^  Titchmarsh  and  n^^dneidBy, 

^^  June  4tb. 

Wallis. 

DEBT  for  goods  bargained  and  sold,  and  goods  sold  Bytbepnctio* 
t>f  a  parish,  tha 
and  delivered,  and  upon  the  money  counts.    Titck"  two  oveneen 

marsh  pleaded  nil  debet,  and  fVcJlis  suffered  judgment  appointed  oooei 

by  default.     The  plaintiffs^  in  dieir  particulars,  claimed  a^ed'sokiy  tor 

18/.  16s.  for  coals,   with   which   the  defendants  were  y^^,^^5t^ 

charged,  in  the  particulars,  as  overseers  of  the  parish  of  ^*  ^^^^ 

Kingston :  part  of  the  coals,  of  the  value  of  2t  7s.  icL,  •«**"«  oveneer 

for  one  year 

were  charged  to  have  been  delivered  on  the  5th  of  ordered  Goa]% 

which  were 

February  1829,  and  the  rest  to  have  been  delivered  fenttohim, 
during  the  months  from  September  1829  to  January  by  him  among 
1830,  both  inclusive.  On  the  trial,  at  Cambridge^  on  the  ^iS^'t^^ 
17th  of  March  188*,  before  the  under-sheriff  of  Cam-  "^"J^^^ 
bridgeshire,  the  plaintiffs  proved  the  delivery  of  the  coals  *^"»  ^  . 
to  WaUiSf  and  by  his  orders,  and  that  they  had  been  ^'^  overteers. 

TheacUng 

distributed  among  the  poor  of  the  parish  by  WaUiSf  oveneer 

iufiered  judff^ 

either  gratuitously,  or  at  reduced  prices.    The  coals  mentbyde- 
were  placed  to  the  debit  of  the  parish,  in  the  books  of  '^  Held,  that, 
the  plaintiffs.     It  further  appeared,  that  two  overseers  2e^j,^^^|If** 
were  appointed  every  year  for  Kingston  parish ;  that  the  J^^der  whe.** 
same  two  were  always  reappointed  once,  so  as  to  be  in  *^*''  ***«  <^f4 

"^  *  *  were  supplied 

office  for  two  successive  years;  but  that  one  of  them  for  the  parish, 

by  whom  they 

always  acted  alone  for  the  first  year,  and  the  other  for  were  ordered, 
the  second;  that  Titchmarsh  and  Wallis  were  appointed  eredii  was  given 
at  the  same  time;  that  Titchmarsh  acted  alone  during  ^erseCTonly, 

or  to  both  as 
overseers;  and 
to  find  for  the  defendant  (the  overseer  who  had  not  acted),  if  the  plaintiff^  relied  solely  oo 
the  responsibility  of  the  acting  overner;  but  otherwise  for  the  plaintifll     And  the  jury 
liaving  found  for  the  plaintiff,  saying  that  the  coals  were  supplied  tOithe  parish|  and  the 
overseers  were  jointly  liable  as  such,  the  Court  refused  to  disturb  the  verdict* 

Zz  2  the 
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1884.        the  year  ending  at  Lady^ay  1829,  and  WaUis^Mxmg 

the  following  year.     The  under-sheriff  desired  the  jury 

agmnMt        to  Consider  whether  the  coals  were  supplied  for  the 

TiraUMAMB. 

parish,  and  by  whom  the  order  was  given,  and  to  say 
whether,  according  to  the  evidence,  credit  was  given  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  Wallis  solely,  or  to  both 
defendants  jointly  as  overseers  of  Kingston  ;  and  directed 
them,  if,  under  the  circumstances,  the  plaintifis  must  be 
considered  as  having  relied  upon  the  sole  responsibility 
of  WalUs,  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant;  but  if 
otherwise,  then  for  the  plaintifis.  The  jury  found  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintifis,  saying  that  they  considered  the 
coals  were  supplied  to  the  parish,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants were  jointly  liable  as  overseers.  In  Easter  term 
last,  Kelly  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict  for  the 
defendants,  or  a  nonsuit,  be  entered,  or  a  new  trial  had. 

Biggs  Andrews  now  shewed  cause.  As  to  the  coals 
delivered  in  February  1829,  there  is  no  defence,  for 
Titchmarsh  was  then  the  sole  acting  overseer,  and  the 
coals  were  furnished  for  the  poor.  As  to  the  rest ;  the 
coals  were  furnished  for  the  poor,  on  the  order  of  one 
of  the  overseers ;  and  upon  this  a  jury  might  presume 
that  both  overseers  were  the  contractors.  An  express 
order  by  Titchmarsh  was  not  necessary  to  make  him 
liable.  In  Simmons  v.  Wilmott  (a),  the  parish  oflicers  were 
held  liable  to  pay  for  medical  attendance  and  support 
which  the  plaintiff  had  given  to  a  casual  pauper,  although 
a  third  party  had  been  originally  applied  to  for  payment 
by  the  plaintifl^  and  had  tendered  a  sum  of  money.     In 

(a)  SEsp.N.P.  C.91. 

Lamb 
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Lamb  v.  Bunce  (a),  a  parish  officer  was  held  liable  for  1834. 
medical  attendance  bestowed  upon  a  pauper,  who  had 
suffered  an  injury  in  an  adjoining  parish,  and  had  been 
conveyed  into  the  defendant's  parish,  and  there  attended 
by  the  parish  surgeon,  with  the  knowledge,  but  without 
the  order,  of  the  parish  officer.  So  in  Watson  y. 
Tttmer{b\  medical  attendance  on  a  pauper,  without  a 
request  by  the  overseers,  was  held  to  be  a  good  con- 
sideration to  support  an  express  promise  by  the  over- 
seers to  pay.  In  Malktn  v.  Vicierstaff{c\  a  parish  was 
divided  into  two  parts,  and  each  part  appointed  two 
overseers  of  its  own,  and  had  separate  rates,  and  sup- 
ported its  poor  separately ;  but,  at  the  end  of  every  year, 
if  one  part  were  out  of  purse,  and  the  other  had  money 
in  hand,  the  overseers  of  the  latter  paid  the  balance  to 
those  of  the  former ;  it  was  there  held  that  the  four 
must  be  considered  as  joint  overseers  for  the  whole 
parish ;  and  the  Court  there  appeared  to  be  of  opinion 
that,  when  a  party  had  advanced  money  upon  the  order 
of  one  overseer  of  one  division,  it  was  for  a  jury  to  say 
wiiether  the  special  circumstances  of  the  case  shewed 
that  he  gave  credit  to  such  overseer  solely,  so  as  to 
negative  the  liability  of  the  three  others.  That  shews 
that  the  mere  fact  of  the  order  being  given  by  one  only 
does  not  exclude  the  liability  of  the  other;  and  that  an 
overseer  may  be  liable  on  a  contract  in  which  he  has 
not  personally  interfered.  The  arrangement  between 
the  officers,  that  each  should  act  for  a  separate  year, 
cannot  affect  other  parties :  no  power  of  making  such 
an  arrangement  is  recognised  by  statutes  39  Eliz.  c.  3^ 
and  43  Eliz.  c.  2. 

(fl)  4M.i8.  275.  (6)  Sul.  iV.  P.  147. 

{€)  5  B.iJld.  89. 

Zz  3  KeUy 
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18S4.  Kdfy  and  Audin  in  support  of  the  rulcw    No  dt»' 

tiction  was  made  at  the  trial  as  to  the  coals  famished 
in  FAruary  /  the  whole  case  was  put  i^poa  the  order  by 
WalliSi  otherwise  evidence  might  ha^e  been  given  to 
meet  that  part  of  the  daim*  Then,  with  respect  to  the 
general  question ;  there  is  nothing  in  the  character  of  an 
overseer  which  makes  him  liaUe  for  the  contract  of  his 
fellow-overseer.  He  may  be  answerable  under  the  par* 
ticular  circumstances  of  the  case^  as  in  Simmons  v.  Wil' 
mott{a)9  where  the  liability  was  fixed  upon  the  overseers 
because  they  were  shewn  to  be  liable,  in  that  character, 
for  the  expenses  incurred.  But  when  a  single  overseer 
contracts  for  goods  without  any  authority  irom  the  other 
overseer,  and  the  latter  does  not  interfere  in  parish  mat- 
ters at  all,  the  person  furnishing  the  goods  has  no  right 
to  call  upon  any  other  than  the  party  to  whom,  and  upon 
whose  order,  they  were  furnished.  Malkin  v.  Vicker^ 
9iq/f{b)  shews  that  the  mere  &ct  of  a  person  holding 
the  office  of  overseer  does  not  necessarily  subject  hin 
to  the  contracts  of  another  overseer.  Again,  the  case 
was  not  properly  left  to  the  jury :  the  plainti&  might 
rely  upon  TUchmanh  as  well  as  H^alUs  /  and  yet  7V/c4- 
marA  might  not  be  liable.  And  the  express  finding  of 
the  jury  was,  that  the  defendants  were  jointly  liable  as 
overseers,  which  shews  that  the  verdict  was  founded  ex- 
clusively on  the  fact  of  Titchmarsh  being  overseer. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  These  are  always  questions  of 
evidence :  the  strongest  proof  against  a  party  would  be, 
that  he  had  acted.  But  some  evidence  was  requisite  to 
shew  that  the  two  overseers  were  not  jointly  liable;  and, 

(a)  ZEtjp.  N.  P.  C  91.  (6)  ZB.^  Aid.  89. 

as 


Eadkw 


IN  TOT  Fourth  Ysar  of  WILLIAM  IV.  695 

as  to  this,  there  was  evidence  each  way.    The  under-        1834. 
aheriflPmade  no  mistake ;  he  did  not  leave  the  question 
absolutely  to  the  jury,  to  whom  the  plaintiffs  gave  credit,        againti 
but  only  told  them  that,  if  the  plaintiffi  had  relied  upon 
WaUis  alone,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  verdict. 


LiTTLEDAiJs  J.    I  think  there  was  evidence  of  a  joint 
contract 

Taukton  and  Williams  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


Collins  against  Carnegie.  Thwtday, 

June  StJbm 

CASE  for  slander.     The  declaration  contained  six  Topro^etbat 
a  party  had  ra* 

counts.    The  first  count  stated,  that  whereas  before,  ccived  the  de. 
&c.,  the  plaintiff  had  been,  and  still  was,  a  physician,  S^^idne  in 
and  during  all  that  time  had  used  and  exercised  the  of*5^^«S«2f, 
profession  of  a  physician,  to  wit,  at  W.  in  the  county  of  ^]^*nnd"J[^™' 
Dorset,  and  on  that  account,  during  all  that  time,  had  ''"**««  Pfpw 

'  .  wcreproduoedi 

been,  and  still  was,  called  or  entitled  "  Doctor,"  meaning  **>«  "c^ied  in- 

Btrument  pur* 

Doctor  of  Medicine,  and  had  always  hitherto  behaved,  ported  to  be 

a  diploma  of 

&c.,  yet  the  defendant,  contriving  to  injure  the  plaintiff  the  degree  con. 

ferred  by  the 
uni?enity,  and 
it  was  proved  that  a  person  at  St.  A*f  calling  himself  the  univereity  librarian,  had  siicwn,  as 
the  university  seal,  in  a  room  which  he  stated  to  be  the  university  library,  a  seal  correspoixU 
ing  to  that  on  the  instrument  produced.  The  written  paper  was,  on  the  face  of  it,  an  act  ot 
the  university  conferring  the  degree,  and  it  was  proved  that,  in  the  same  room,  the  f"iir 
person,  with  other  persons  calling  themselves  professors  of  the  university,  had  shewn,  as  the 
book  of  acts  of  the  university,  a  book  containing  an  entry  agreeing  with  the  written  paper : 
Held  to  be  sufficient  proof. 

Where  a  declaration  alleged  that  plaintiff  had  been  and  was  a  physician,  and  exercised 
that  profession  in  England^  and  on  that  account  had  been  and  was  called  Doctor,  meaning 
Doctor  of  Medicine,  and  then  stated  that  defendant  slandered  plaintiff  in  his  character  of  a 
physician  practising  in  Engjtandf  and  denied  his  right  to  be  called  a  Doctor  of  Medicine : 
Held,  that  the  plaintiff  must  prove  that  he  was  entitled  to  practise  as  a  physician  in  Engkmdm 

Such  proof  is  not  furnished  by  shewing  the  fact  of  his  having  so  practised. 

Nor  by  shewing  that  he  has  receivad  the  dcfree  of  Doctor  of  Mediciaa  at  the  UniTmity 
of  St,  Andrews, 


Zz  4r 
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1834.        in  his  said  profession  of  a  physician,  and  to  bring  him 
";  into  great  scandal,  infamy,  and  mistrust  among  the  pa- 

^against  tients  of  the  plaintiff,  and  others,  subjects  of  this  realm, 
and  to  cause  it  to  be  believed  that  he,  the  plaintiff, 
was  not  a  physician,  nor  legally  entitled  to  practise 
physic  in  England^  and  that  he  was  not  a  fit  person  to 
be  employed,  trusted,  or  consulted  in  his  said  profes- 
sion, heretofore,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  in  a  certain  discourse 
which  he,  the  defendant,  then  and  there  had  with  one 
p.  B.  W.  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff  in  his  said 
profession,  and  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff  not 
being  a  physician,  nor  legally  entitled  to  exercise  or 
practise  physic  in  England^  and  of  and  concerning 
the  plaintiff  being  guilty  of  imposture  by  exercising 
and  practising  physic,  and  being,  from  his  conduct 
and  character,  unfit  to  be  employed,  trusted,  or  con- 
sulted in  his  said  profession,  in  the  presence  and 
hearing  of  the  said  P*  B.  W.^  falsely  and  maliciously 
spoke  and  published,  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff 
in  his  said  profession,  and  of  and  concerning  the 
plaintiff  not  being  a  physician,  &c.  (repeating  the 
several  matters  before  stated  as  the  subjects  of  the 
discourse  with  P.  B.  W,\  the  false,  &c.  words  follow- 
ing: viz.  —  **  I  know  no  such  person  as  Dr.  Col- 
lins (meaning  plaintiff),  but  I  do  know  such  a  person, 
by  name,  as  Joseph  Collins  (meaning  plaintiff),  who 
calls  himself  Dr.  Collins ;  but  such  a  fellow  I  know 
to  be  an  impostor  (meaning  an  impostor  by  exercising 
and  practising  physic)  and  a  complete  quack,  and  has 
not  the  slightest  title  to  such  an  honour  (meaning  the 
being  called  ^^  Doctor,"  meaning  a  Doctor  of  Medicine) ; 
as  I  have  made  every  enquiry  at  the  different  colleges: 
Dr.  Collins  (meaning  plaintiff)  is  a  quack  and  impostor." 

(The 
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(The  count  then  charged  words  imputing  drunkenness        1834. 
and   other  immoral   habits   to   the  plaintiff  (a);    and 

COLUWS 

added  the  words  and  innuendo  following:)  —  <^  A  man  ^against 
of  his  description  will  be  guilty  of  any  thing :  I  will  do 
every  thing  in  my  power  to  oppose  such  a  character 
whilst  here : — (thereby  meaning  to  insinuate  and  cause  it 
to  be  believed,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  physician,  nor 
entitled  to  use  or  exercise  his  said  profession,  and  that 
the  plaintifi^  by  exercising  and  practising  physic,  was 
guilty  of  an  imposture;  and  thereby  also  meaning  to 
insinuate,  &c.  that  the  plaintiff,  by  his  profligate  and 
immoral  conduct,  and  by  his  habits  of  intoxication,  was 
not  a  fit  person  to  be  employed,  trusted,  or  consulted  as 
a  physician)."  The  sixth  count  was  for  words  slandering 
the  plaintiff  in  his  profession  of  a  man-midwife.  Plea,  not 
guilty.  On  the  trial  before  Alderson  J.,  at  the  Gloucester 
Summer  assizes  1830,  the  words  charged  in  the  above 
counts  were  proved ;  and  it  was  further  proved  that  the 
plaintiff  had  practised,  both  as  a  physician  and  as  a 
man-midwifi^  at  W.  in  Dorsetshire.  In  further  proof  of 
his  being  a  physician,  the  plaintiff  produced  an  instru- 
ment under  seal,  purporting  to  be  a  diploma  of  a 
doctor's  degree  conferred  upon  him  by  the  university  of 
St.  Jndrea/s  in  Scotland^  and  also  a  paper  professing  to 
be  a  copy  of  an  entry  in  the  book  of  acts  of  that 
university,  containing  the  grant  of  the  degree  to  the 
defendant  A  witness  stated,  that  he  had  been  to 
St.  Andrew^Sf  and  had  seen,  in  a  room  which  he  was 
told  was  the  library  of  the  university,  a  person  calling 
himself  the  librarian  of  the  university,  who  had  shewn 
him,  as  the  university  seal,  a  seal  exactly  corresponding 

(a)  As  to  this,  see  Jyre  t.  Craven,  Mich,  Term,  poBt. 

with 
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18S4.  with  that  attached  to  the  supposed  diploma;  and  that 
other  persons,  calling  themselves  professors  of  the 
aniversity,  together  with  the  said  librarian,  had  shewn 
him,  in  the  same  room,  as  the  book  of  acts  of  the 
university,  a  book  containing  an  entry,  which,  upon 
comparison,  he  found  to  agree  with  the  copy  of  the 
alleged  entry  now  produced.  The  defendant's  counsd 
objected  to  the  supposed  diploma,  or  the  supposed  copy 
of  the  entry,  being  received  in  proof,  on  die  ground 
that  the  evidence,  by  which  it  was  attempted  to  authen- 
ticate thero^  amounted  only  to  hearsay :  and  he  objected 
further,  that  a  Scotch  degree  would  not  entitle  the  plaintiff 
to  practise  in  England;  that  no  proper  evidence,  there- 
fore, had  been  given  of  the  plaintiff  being  a  physidan, 
and  consequently  that  he  could  not  recover  damages  ibr 
words  spoken  of  him  in  that  character.  The  learned 
Judge  received  the  evidence ;  and  the  jury,  under  his 
direction,  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  first 
and  last  counts,  giving  10/.  damages  severally  upon  each : 
and  leave  was  given  to  the  defendant  to  move,  as  after 
mentioned,  upon  the  points  taken  at  the  trial.  Coleridge 
Serjt.,  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  obtained  a  rule,  calling 
upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  damages  should 
not  be  reduced  to  10/.,  by  entering  a  verdict  ibr  the 
plaintiff  on  the  last  count  only,  and  for  the  defendant  on 
the  other  issues. 

Barsttm  shewed  cause  in  this  term,  May  26th  (a). 
The  direction  of  the  learned  Judge  was  correct:  in 
default  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  the  character  of  the 
plaintiff  was  to  be  inferred,  prim&  facie,  from  the  iactol 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Lutiedale,  Taunion,  and  WHUams  Jjl 

his 
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his  practising.     This,  therefore,  maintains  the  Terdict,        18S4. 
independently  of  the  degree  conferred  by  the  Scotch       — — ^ 
diploma;  for  that,  if  insufficient  in  itself,  cannot  shew        agaxnu 
the  absence  of  other  qualifications.     The  first  count  is 
framed  on  the  plaintiff  having  practised  as  a  physician, 
and  does  not  aver  that  he  had  duly  taken  his  d^ree, 
as  was  the  case  in  Maises  y.  Thornton  (a).     In  2  Starkie 
on  Sander,  p.  2.  (&),  it  is  said,  <^  therefore,  where  a 
plaintiff  avers  generally  that  he  filled  any  particular 
situation  or  office,  in  which  he  has  been  calumniated, 
or   that    he    exercised    any  particular    profession   or 
business,  it  is  sufficient  to  give  general  evidence  of  his 
having  acted  in  that  office  or  situation,  or  of  his  having 
exercised  that  particular  profession,  or  carried  on  that 
trade  or  business,"     It  is  true,  that  in  the  same  passage 
a  question  is  stated  as  to  a  diploma :  and  reference  is 
made  to  Smith  v.  Taylor  (c),  where  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  was  divided  on  the  question  as  to  the  necessity 
of  producing  direct  evidence  of  the  degree  in  physic. 
Again,  if  the  mere  proof  of  practice  be  not  enough,  the 
plaintiff  has,  at  any  rate,  a  right  to  practise  by  the  Scotch 
diploma,  which  was  authenticated  at  the  trial:  in  this 
respect,  also,  the  present  case  differs  from  Moises  v. 
Thornton  {a)j  where  there  was  no  authentication.     Sir 
James  Mansfield  C.  J.,  in  Smith  y^aylor  {d\  says  that, 
dnce  the  union  with  Scotland,  it  has  been  generally 
understood  that  a  degree  conferred  by  a  Scotch  university 
gives  the  same  right  to  practise  physic  as  a  degree  at  an 
English  university ;  and,  as  to  this,  no  actual  difference 
of  opinion  was  expressed  by  any  of  the  other  Judges. 
No  instance  has  been  known  of  a  prosecution  instituted 

(a)  8  T.  S.  307.  (6)  2d  edit.  1830. 

(c)  I  Kew  R.  196.  {d)  1  New  R.  SOS. 

by 
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1 834.        by  the  College  of  Physicians  against  a  practitioner  haying 
""■"        a  Scolck  diploma.     There  is,  indeed,  a  MS.  case,  Mu/- 

COLUNS 

againtt  dUton  V*  HugheSy  cited  iu  a  note  in  Bum*s  Jttstice^  Gamej 
s.  S.  (a),  in  which  Sir  James  Mansfield  is  said  to  have 
decided,  at  nisi  prius,  that  a  Scotch  diploma  gave  no 
authority  whatever  to  practice  as  a  physician  in  England g 
but  the  note  is  very  brief^  and  its  authority  questionable. 

Coleridge  Seijt  contrk.  First,  proof  of  acting  as  a 
physician  is  not  sufficient.  In  Ptckford  v.  Gutch  (&), 
Btdler  J.  held  so  at  nisi  prius,  in  an  action  for  calling 
plaintiff  a  quack ;  and  the  diploma  was  then  produced. 
In  Smith  v.  Taylor  (c),  the  Judges  who  thought  evidence 
of  acting  sufficient,  also  thought  that  the  words  implied 
an  admission  of  the  character  in  which  the  plaintiff  sued; 
and  Mansfield  C.  J.  said  (cf),  "  Where  the  abuse  relates 
to  the  want  of  qualification,  the  plaintiff  must  prove 
it;  but  it  would  be  a  great  hardship  that  he  should  be 
obliged  to  do  so  where  the  scandal  is  confined  to  mere 
misconduct."  Next,  the  Scotch  diploma  confers  no  right 
to  practice  in  England.  The  first  section  of  stat.  S  /£  8. 
c.  11.  prohibits,  under  penalty,  the  practising  within  the 
the  city  of  London^  or  seven  miles  of  the  same^  by  any 
person  not  examined,  approved,  and  admitted  by  the 
bishop  of  London  or  the  dean  of  St.  PauTs^  calling  to 
them  certain  assistants  ;  and  sect  2.  prohibits  the  prac- 
tising, without  the  city  and  precincts  of  seven  miles,  by 
any  person  not  either  approved  as  before,  or  examined 
and  approved  by  the  bishop  of  the  diocese,  or  his  vicar- 

(a)  Vol.  ii.  p.  504.  (25d  ed.  ISSa) 

{b)  S  Stark,  on  Sander,  5.  (3d  ed.  1830.)    Note  (a)  to  Jfouet  ▼.  TkvnUmf 
8  7.  R.  305. 
{c)  ]  New  B.  196.  (<f}  £ige207. 

general. 
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general,  calling  certain  persons  to  their  assistance;  and        1834. 

sect  3.  saves  the  privileges  of  the  universities  of  Oxford       — - 

Collins 
and  Cambridge.     Then  stat  14  &  15  H.  8.  c.  5.,  after     .  against 

recititing  the  charter  of  physicians  (of  23d  September^ 
10  H.  80»  confirms  the  same,  creates  the  eight  elects, 
and,  in  the  third  section,  enacts,  that  no  person  shall 
practice,  throughout  England,  until  he  be  examined  by 
the  president  and  three  others  of  the  elects,  and  have 
letters  testimonials  of  their  approbation,  unless  he  be  a 
graduate  of  Oxford  or  Cambridge,  '*  which  hath  accom- 
plished all  things  for  his  form,  without  any  grace.''  Such 
practising,  therefore,  though  not  made  subject  to  a  specific 
penalty,  is  illegal.  At  the  time  of  the  passing  of  these 
acts,  there  were  probably  as  many  persons  practising 
under  for^gn  degrees,  especially  from  Bologna  or 
Padua,  as  under  English  degrees.  As  to  the  fact  of  the 
college  not  having  prosecuted  parties  practising  under 
Scotch  degrees,  the  charter  of  Henry  the  Eighth  enables 
them  to  recover  only  within  London  and  seven  miles 
thereof,  (a)  And,  for  practising  within  this  district, 
they  have  sued  and  recovered  the  penalty,  even  against 
graduates  of  Oxford;  College  of  Physicians  v.  Ijcvett  (i), 
College  of  Physicians  v.  Wesl  (c).  The  Act  of  Union  (d) 
can  make  no  difference  in  the  effect  of  this  statute.  The 
third  section  does,  indeed,  recite  the  clause  of  the  Scotch 
Act  of  Union,  by  which  it  is  ordained  that  the  univer- 
sities and  colleges  of  Saint  Andrea/ s,  Glasgom,  Aberdeen^ 
and  Edinburgh  shall  continue  for  ever;  and  the  tenth 
section  confirms  the  Scotch  act    But  the  effect  of  a  Scotch 


(a)  See  the  clause^  in  the  judgment  in  thii  case,  post,  p.  704.,  and  the 

(a). 
(6)  I  Ld.  Baym,  472.  {Eatt.  T.  \\  W.  8.) 
(c)  \OMod.  555.  im*  7.  5  G.  U)  (cf)  5  jfrme,  c  8. 

degree 
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1834.       degree  is  not  extended  by  the  act     The  dictum  of 
^  MansfUU  C.  J^  in  Smith  v.  Taylor  (a),  merely  states 

Colli  ifs 

ngamA        the  fact  of  the  general  understanding,  and  throws  a 
CAMraoti* 

doubt  upon  its  correctness ;  neither  does  the  judgment 

of  any  of  the  other  Judges  in  that  case  go  fiiither. 
In  Jonn  y.  Smart  {b\  which  was  a  case  on  the  game 
laws,  Lord  Mansfield^  in  commenting  upon  the  Act 
of  Union,  says,  **  A  doctor  of  the  Efiglisk  universities 
may  become  a  member  of  the  College  of  Physicians ; 
may  plead  in  Doctors*  Commons ;  and  has  various  other 
privileges,  from  all  of  which  a  Scotch  doctor,  as  such,  is 
excluded."  Even  a  degree  from  Cambridge  or  Oxford 
gives  no  privilege,  if  it  be  conferred  by  a  grace;  so  that 
the  regular  exercises  must  be  kept  in  order  to  entitle  the 
physician  to  practice.  If  the  argument  on  the  other 
side  be  correct,  a  Scotch  diploma  will  give  privilege 
without  this  restriction;  and  it  will  also  follow  that  a 
physician  may  practise,  without  a  licence  or  EngliA 
degree,  within  the  city  of  London  or  seven  miles  thereoL 
But,  lastly,  even  if  the  Scotch  degree  were  sufficient  to 
authorise  the  practice,  there  was  here  no  legitimate 
proof  that  it  had  been  conferred.  In  Moises  v.  TTiom^ 
ion  (f ),  the  objection  which  prevailed  was,  that  the 
evidence  of  the  degree  and  the  diploma  amounted 
merely  to  hearsay;  and  the  evidence  in  this  case  goes 
no  further.  The  witness  did  not,  of  his  own  know- 
ledge, know  that  the  person  shewing  the  seal  was  the 
librarian;  and,  besides,  he  had  only  the  librarian's  word 
that  the  seal  shewn  was  authentic :  he  did  not  know  that 
the  persons  calling  themselves  professors  were  such; 
those  persons  were  not  even  shewn,  as   in  Moises  v. 

(a)  INew  R.  203.  (6)  I  T.  i7.48.  (c)  8  T.  R.90$^ 

Thornton^ 
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ThonUon  (a),  to  have  been  acting  as  such :  and  no  evi- 
dence was  given,  except  from  hearsay,  that  the  hock 
produced  was  the  book  of  the  university,  or  that  it  was        againn 

_         ,  ^      .  _         ^__  _        ^  Cakhxoii. 

in  the  place  proper  for  its  custody.  ITaunton  J.  Ac- 
cording to  that  course  of  argument,  it  might  even  be 
asked,  bow  the  witness  knew  that  he  was  in  Si.  AndreixfSy 
except  by  hearsay  ?] 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  No  doubt  a  person  complaining 
of  a  slander  upon  him,  in  a  particular  character,  must 
prove  that  he  possesses  that  character,  when  the  slander 
does  not  admit  it.  In  the  present  case^  we  all  think 
that  the  learned  Judge  did  right  in  admitting  the  evi- 
dence, and  that  the  degree  was  proved.  If  not,  it  is 
difficult  to  say  what  proof  would  be  sufficient  Proof 
of  the  actual  appointment  would  be  demanded,  and 
next,  proof  of  the  authority  of  the  persons  appointing, 
and  so  on  without  end.  When  the  authority  is  shewn 
to  reside  in  any  party  in  fact,  it  must  be  considered 
that  the  authority  of  that  party  is  proved.  As  to  the 
effisct  of  the  degree,  the  Court  will  take  time  to  con- 
sider. 

Cur.  adv.  wli. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  this  day  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  The  question  on  which  we  deferred  our 
judgment  in  this  case,  whether  a  doctor  of  medicine,  by 
virtue  of  a  diploma  given  by  a  ScottiA  university,  can 
lawfully  practise  in  England^  beyond  seven  miles  from 
Ldmdon^  without  a  licence  from  the  College  of  Phy- 
sicians, appears  to  be  decided  by  a  careful  perusal  of 

(a)  8  T.  A.  303. 

the 
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18S4.        the  statute  14  &  15£r.8.  c.6^   which  confirms  that 
"  body's  charter  of  iacorporation.     It  sets  forth  verbatim 

COLLIKl 

againMi  the  Latin  charter,  one  of  the  provisions  of  which  is, 
Qu^yd  nemo  in  dictft  civjtate,  aut  per  septem  milliaria 
in  circuitu  ejusdem,  exerceat  dictam  facultatem,  nisi  ad 
hoc  per  dictum  prsesidentem  et  communitatem  admissus 
sit,  sub  pGen&  centum  solidorum  pro  quolibet  mense  (a). 
But  the  third  section,  reciting  that,  in  dioceses  out  of 
London^  it  is  not  light  to  find  alway  men  able  sufficiently 
to  examine  (after  the  statute)  such  as  shall  be  admitted 
to  exercise  physic  in  them,  enacts  that  no  person  from 
henceforth  be  suffered  to  exercise  or  practise  in  physic, 
through  England,  until  such  time  as  he  be  examined  in 
London  by  the  said  president  and  three  of  the  said 
elects,  and  to  have  from  the  said  president  or  elects 
letters  testimonials  of  their  approving  and  examination, 
except  he  be  a  graduate  of  Oxford  or  Cambridge^  which 
hath  accomplished  all  things  for  his  form  without  any 
grace. 

The  statute  referred  to  in  the  recital  is  3  H.  8.  c*  1 1., 
which,  under  the  same  penalty,  enacts,  that  no  physician 
or  surgeon  shall  practise  in  London  or  within  seven, 
miles  of  it,  without  examination  by  the  Bishop  of  Xon- 
don  or  the  Dean  of  St.  PavTs,  and  four  doctors  of 
physic;  nor  out  of  the  city  and  precinct  of  seven  miles, 
but  if  he  be  first  examined  and  approved  by  the  bishop 
of  the  diocese  or  his  vicar  general,  calling  to  him  such 
expert  persons  in  the  same  faculty  as  their  discretion 
shall  think  convenient.  The  first  mentioned  statute, 
therefore,  vests  in  the  president  and  elects  of  the  Col- 
lege of  Physicians  that  power  of  examination  which  the 

(a)  —  "  quo  non  admissus  eandem  facultatem  ezercuit,  dimidium  iode 
nobis  et  haered*  nostris^  et  dimidium  dicto  prsesideDti  et  ooU'  applicandum." 

former 
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former  statute  had  given  to  the  Bishop  of  London  and  1834. 
other  bishops.  The  statute  was  acted  upon  by  Lord 
jHob,  at  nisi  prius,  in  The  College  of  Physicians  v.  Z>- 
vett  {a)j  where  even  a  doctor  of  physic  at  Oxford  was 
held  liable  to  the  penalty  for  practising  without  pre- 
vious examination  by  the  college  in  London  g  and 'the 
same  opinion  was  expressed  by  Lord  C.  J.  Porker  and 
the  whole  Court,  in  The  College  of  Physicians  v.  West  (ft). 
The  statute,  indeed,  imposes  no  penalty  on  unlicensed 
practitioners  beyond  the  seven  miles;  but  the  prohi- 
bitory words  are  strong  enough  to  make  the  practice 
unlawful.  This  action  cannot,  therefore^  be  maintained 
for  slander  of  the  plaintiff  in  a  profession  which,  by  law, 
he  could  not  exercise;  and,  according  to  the  leave 
reserved  at  the  trial,  a  verdict  must  be  entered  for  the 
defendant  on  the  counts  which  charge  him  with  such 
slander. 

It  only  remains  to  observe,  that  the  dictum  of  C.  J. 
Mansfield  {c)^  on  which^  the  plaintiff's  counsel  relied,  as 
shewing  that  the  Scotch  universities  have  the  same  pri* 
vilq;e  as  the  English^  does  not  appear  to  us  to  prove 
that  even  that  was  his  opinion :  the  Act  of  Union  cer- 
tainly does  not  warrant  it  And,  even  if  it  did,  the  pri- 
vilege is  granted  in  favour  of  such  degrees  only  as  are 
obtained  without  graces  which  was  not  proved  with 
respect  to  this  plaintiff's  diploma. 

Verdict  to  be  entered  as  above. 

(«)  1  LtL  Hoyn.  47S.         (6)  10  Mod.  553.        (e)  1  New  B.  SOS. 
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julLsS!!  The  King  against  Seward  and  Others. 

An  iDdictment  HTHIS  was  an  indictment  found  at  the  general  sessions 
conspiring  of  Oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol  delivery  in  and  for 

aonerate  one  the  Isle  of  Ely,  holden  at  Ely.    The  first  count  charged 

S'Ji^^**''  that  on,  &c.,  in  the  3  W.  4.,  at  the  parish  of  Chatteris, 

Jhrow  uTn  ^  *°  ^^^  ^*'®  ®^  ^^^*  ^^  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 

another.  court,  one  Bichard  Bingham  Spriggs  was  a  poor  unmar- 

•piring  to  cause  ried  man,  and  unable  to  maintain  himself  and  any  poor 

ft  male  pauper 

to  marry  a  woman  whom  he  should  marry,  and  that  the  place  of 

for  that  pur-  '  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the  said  22.  B.  S.  then  was, 

bdng  sta^  ^nd  hath  ever  since  continued  to  be,  and  still  is,  in  the 

»iraS*^°to  P*™*^  ^^  '^^*  ^'^^  ^^  ^^^  county  of  Huntingdon  s  and  that 

effect  such  one  Sarah  Mayles  Brittan,   now  called  Sarah  Mayfes 

force,  threat,  or  SpriggSy  on,  &c.,  at,  &C.,  and  continually  fi-om  thence 

it  was  80  until  the  marriage  of  the  said  S.  M.  B.  hereinafter  next 

effected  in 

pursuance  of  mentioned,  was  a  poor  unmarried  woman,  legally  setded 
It  is  unn!^  in,  and  actually  chargeable  to,  the  said  parish  of  Chat" 
oTOt'acu  if*^  teris;  and  that  John  Seward,  late  of,  &c,  Bobert  He* 
Sar^^wSt  b  ^i^S^^f  late  of,  &c.,  and  Joseph  Skeels,  late  of,  &c.,  well 
in  itself  an  un-  knowing  the  premises,  and  unlawfully  combining,  con- 
apiracy ;  but  if  spirinff,   &c.,   to   exonerate,   free,   and    discharge    the 

not,  the  indict-      »*        »'  »  ... 

ment  must        parishioners  and  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish  of  Chat^ 

ahew  some  il-  i  .  t        •   i 

legal  act  done  terts  from  the  charge  and  expense  which  might  ensue  to 
thoroospU«ey.  them  from  the  said  Sarah  Mayles  Brittan,  as  a  poor 
ft  maie*ptfup^    person,  and  then  having  a  legal  settlement  in  the  said 

settled  in  one 

parish  to  marry  a  female  pauper  settled  in  and  chargeable  to  another,  is  not  such  an  oTert  act. 
To  allege  in  an  indictment  that  an  unmarried  woman  in  a  parish  was  with  child,  is  not 
equivalent  to  an  allegation  that  she  was  chargeable  to  such  parish.    Per  Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
and  Taunton  3, 

Qusre,  whether  an  allegation  that  defendants  conspired  together  /tjr  the  purpate  nf 
emmeraUngt  &e*  is  equivalent  to  an  allegation  that  tbej  conspirad  io  tmntrate  t  Per 
frUiiainsJ. 

parish 
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parish  of  Chatteris^  and  wrongfully  and  unjustly  to  1834. 
oppress  and  aggrieve  the  parishioners  and  inhabitants  ' 
of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Ivesy  and  wrongfully  and  un-  againu 
justly  to  charge  and  burthen  the  parishioners  and 
inhabitants  of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Ives  with  the  main- 
tenance and  support  of  the  said  S.  M.  B.,  on,  &c.,  with 
force  and  arms,  at  the  parish  of  Chatteris^  in  the  Isle  and 
within  the  jurisdiction,  &c.,  unlawfully  did  combine, 
conspire,  confederate,  and  agree  together,  for  the 
wicked  intent  and  purposes  aforesaid,  to  cause  and 
procure  a  marriage  to  be  had  and  solemnized  between 
the  said  S.  B.  S.  and  the  said  S.  M.  B.j  they  the'  said 
B.  B.  S.  and  the  said  S.  M.  A,  at  the  time  of  the  said 
combination,  conspiracy,  &c.,  being  respectively  such 
poor  persons  of  the  said  several  and  respective  parbhes 
in  that  behalf  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  said  J.  &,  R.  Jf., 
and  J.  S.J  in  pursuance  of  the  said  combination,  con- 
spiracy, &c.,  afterwards,  to  wit,  &c.,  did  promise  the 
said  B.  B.  &,  that  they  the  said  J.  5^  B.  i/.,  and 
J.  S.y  or  one  of  them,  would  pay  for  a  marriage- 
license  and  all  the  other  costs,  charges,  and  expenses, 
in,  about,  and  attending  the  solemnization  of  the  mar- 
riage between  them  the  said  B.  B.  S.  and  S.  B.  M. : 
and  also  that  they  the  said  J.  S.,  B.  ff.,  and  J.  5.,  or  one 
of  them,  would  give  to  the  said  B.  B.  S.  a  large  sum  of 
moQey,  to  wit  31.  of  lawful,  &c.,  if  he  the  said  B.  B.  S. 
would  marry  and  take  to  wife  the  said  S.  M.  B.  By 
reason  of  which  said  premises,  the  said  B.  B.  &  was 
then  and  there  prevailed  upon  by  the  said  J.  5.,  B.  i/., 
and  J.  S.  to  consent  and  agree,  and  did  then  and  there 
consent  and  agree,  to  marry  and  take  to  wife  her  the  said 
S.  M.  B.f  and  did  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c., 
marry  and  take  to  wife  the  said  5.  M.  B.  (he  the  said 
B.  B.  £•,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  combination, 
3  A  2  conspiracy! 
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conspiracy,  &c,  and  before  and  at  and  after  the  time  of 
the  said  marriage,  being  a  poor  person  as  aforesaid,  and 
not  having  a  legal  settlement  in  the  said  parish  of 
ChatteriSf  but  having  a  legal  settlement  in  the  said 
parish  of  Si.  Ives ;  and  the  said  S,  M.  JB.,  before  and  at 
the  time  of  the  said  combination,  conspiracy,  &c^  aind 
until,  and  at,  and  after  the  time  of  the  said  marriage 
being  a  poor  person,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
said. combination,  conspiracy,  &c.,  and  until  the  time  of 
the  said  marriage,  having  a  legal  settlement  at,  and 
being  actually  chargeable  to,  the  said  parish  of  Ckat' 
teris).  By  means  of  which  said  premises,  the  said 
parishioners  and  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish  of  jS^. 
Ives^  for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  ever  since  the  day  of  the 
said  marriage^  until  the  day  of  taking  this  inquisition, 
have  been  put  to  great  charges  and  expenses,  amount- 
ing in  the  whole  to,  &c.,  in  and  about  the  maintenance 
and  support  of  the  said  S.  M.  S.,  the  wife  of  the  said 
R.  B.  S,j  and  are  likely  to  be  put  to  further  great 
charges  and  expenses  in  and  about  the  maintaining,  &c. 
of  the  said  S.  M.  &,  to  the  great  damage  of  the  said 
parishioners,  &c.  The  second  count  stated  no  promise^ 
except  to  give  Spriggs  3L  if  he  would  marry  Briiian : 
in  othet  respects  it  was  like  the  first 

The  third  count  stated,  that  the  defendants,  unlaw- 
fully contriving  to  exonerate  Chatteris^  and  to  oppress 
and  aggrieve  St.  Ives^  and  to  burthen  the  inhabitants 
with  the  maintenance,  &c.,  as  stated  in  the  first  count, 
unlawfully,  &c.  did  combine,  conspire,  confederate, 
agree,  and  meet  together,^  the  purpose  last  aforesaid ^ 
and,  being  so  met,  did  then  and  there  unlawfully  and 
unjustly  persuade  and  procure  Spriggs^  then  being  such 
poor  person,  &c.  to  marry  Brittan^  she  then  being  such 
poor  unmarried  woman,  and  an  inhabitant  of  C,  as 

aforesaid: 
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aforesaid:  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  conspiracy,  Spriggs       1884* 
and  Brittan^  then  being  such  poor  persons,  &c.,  and  he 

TTw  Kma 

being  such  inhabitant  of  SL  IveSj  and  she  such  inhabitant  as*^aut 
of  CkatieriSf  as  last  afwesaid,  were  married  together  ac- 
cording to  the  rites  and  ceremonies  of  the  Church  of 
England;  and  that  the  defendants  afterwards,  by  colour 
and  pretence  of  the  said  marriage,  caused  the  saidi&roii 
Mn^es  Sjfriggs  to  be  removed,  as  the  wife  of  the  said 
R.  B,  S*3  to  St.  Loes^  as  the  place  of  his  ^last  legal  settle- 
ment, by  virtue  of  an  order,  bearing  date,  &c.,  under 
the  hands  o^  &c.  (two  justices  for  the  Isle  of  Ely)  i  by 
means  whereof  the  inhabitants  of  SL  Ives  were  put  to 
great  expense,  &c. 

The  fourth  count  (commencing  as  before)  stated,  that 
Sarah  ML  B.  was  a  poor  unmarried  woman  Koith  child^ 
and  from  thence  until  her  marriage,  &c.  was  legally  set- 
tled in  Chalteriss  that  the  defendants,  unlawfully  conspir- 
ing and  devising  to  exonerate  the  inhabitants  of  C.  from 
the  charge  and  expense  which  might  ensue  to  them 
from  and  in  consequence  of  S.  iL  B^^as  a  poor  person, 
being  an  unmarried  woman  with  child,  and  then  having 
a  legal  setdement  in  C,  and  to  aggrieve  the  inhabitants 
of  &.  Ivesy  and  wrongfully  to  charge  and  burthen  them 
with  the  maintenance  of  the  said  &  M.  B.y  then  being 
such  poor  unmarried  woman  with  child,  and  with  the 
charges  of  her  lying  in  and  delivery,  unlawfully  did  com- 
bine, conspire,  confederate,  and  agree,  and  meet  toge- 
ther^r  the  purpose  last  aforesaid^  and,  being  so  met,  did 
wrongfully  and  unlawfully  cause  and  procure  the  said 
22.  J3.  iSL,  being  such  poor  unmarried  man  and  settled  in 
St.  IveSf  to  marry  the  said  S.  M.  B.j  she  then  and  there 
being  such  poor  unmarried  woman  with  child,  and 
being,  before  and  until  the  said  marriage,  such  inhabit- 
ant of  d  as  last  aforesaid :  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
9  A  3  conspiracy 
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18S4.        conspiracy  of  the  defendants,   the  said  R.  B.  S.  and 
„  S.  M.  B.  did  intermarry,  and  R.  B.  S.   took  S.  M*  B. 

TheKuia  ^  "^ 

agimui        to  wife ;  and  that,  by  means  of  the  premises,  the  inhabit- 

SbWAED.  f  n       r  •  #•  i  . 

ants  ot  St.  Ives  were  put  to  great  charges  for  the  mamte- 
nance  of  the  said  S.  M.  Spriggs^  and  in  and  about  her 
lying  in  and  delivery,  &c. 

The  fifth  count  stated,  that  the  defendants,  being 
respectively  parishioners  and  inhabitants  of  Chatteris, 
and  combining,  &c.  (as  in  the  first  count),  unlawfully 
did  conspire,  &c.  to  cause  and  procure,  for  the  purposes 
last  aforesaid,  a  marriage  to  be  solemnized,  &&  The 
overt  acts  alleged  were,  that  they  promised  Spriggs  to 
pay  for  a  license  for  his  marriage  with  Brittany  and  that 
it  should  not  cost  him  any  thing,  and  that  they  would 
give  him  3/.  to  induce  and  prevail  upon  him  to  marry 
Brittan:  and  it  was  stated  that  they  did,  in  further 
pursuance,  &c.,  pay  for  such  license,  and  give  SL  to 
Spriggs  to  induce  him,  &c.:  by  means  whereof  he  was 
induced  to  consent  to  marry,  and  did  consent,  &c.,  and 
did  marry  the  said  S.  M.  Brittan,  Averments  were  in- 
troduced, as  to  the  settlements  of  the  parties,  and  charge- 
ability  o(  Brittan,  nearly  as  in  the  first  count;  and  there 
were  similar  averments  of  damage  to  St.  Ives, 

The  defendants  having  been  convicted,  a  motion  was 
made,  in  last  Easter  term,  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
the  judgment  should  not  be  arrested,  because  the  indict* 
ment  did  not  shew  that  the  marriage  had  been  procured 
by  any  violence,  threat,  contrivance,  or  other  sinister 
means,  without  the  voluntary  consent  or  inclination  of 
the  parties  themselves;  and  1  EasfsP.  C.  ch.  XI.  s.  11. 
(p.  461.)  was  cited,  where  it  is  said  to  have  been  held 
by  Buller  J.  {a\  that,  in  support  of  an  indictment  for 

{q)  Reg  f.  Fowler,  MS. 
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conspiring  to  marry  pauperss  such  misconduct  ought  to       1884. 
be  shewn.     A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

Kelly  and  B.  Andrews  now  shewed  cause.  The  ruling 
of  BuUer  J.,  in  the  case  cited,  seems  to  refer  to  what  is 
to  be  proved,  not  what  is  stated  in  the  indictment 
[Lord  Denman  C  J.  The  latter  part  of  the  passage 
shews,  that  the  matter  ought  to  aj^iear  on  the  indict* 
roent  (a)].  The  objection  here  taken  is  fannded  an  aa 
erroneous  view  of  the  offence,  which  is,  in  substance,  a 
conspiracy,  not  to  procure  a  marriage,  but  unlawfully  to 
exonerate  one  parbh  from  the  maintenance  of  a  pauper, 
and  throw  it  upon  another.  \Taunton3.  It  is  not  the 
combining  to  do  any  wrongful  act  that  constitutes  a  con- 
spiracy ;  Bex  V.  Turner  (ft)].  A  conspiracy  merely  to 
procure  a  marriage  would  not  be  indictable;  but  it  be- 
comes an  offence  if  the  thing  is  to  be  done  for  an  un- 
lawful end,  or  by  unlawful  means.  Here,  an  unlawful 
end  is  stated, — to  transfer  a  burden  wrongfully  from  one 
parish  to  another :  if  no  means  were  stated,  or  no  overt 
acts  alleged,  the  indictment  would  still  be  good.  The 
third  count  simply  states  the  conspiraqr  to  have  been 
to  exonerate  Chatteris  from  the  charge  of  a  person  set- 
tled there,  and  wrongfully,  unjustly,  and  unlawfully  to 
burthen  St,  Ives  with  it.  The  means  by  which  it  was 
proposed  to  be  done,  whether  it  were  by  improperly 
procuring  a  marriage,  as  here,  or  by  forging  an  order 
of  removal,  are  matter  of  evidence,  and  do  not  affect 
the  indictment.     [Lord  Denman  C.  J.   If  you  state  the 

(a)  <*  But  where  the  iDdictment  suted  the  marriage  to  ha?e  been  pro- 
cured bf  tfareata  and  menacei  agaiuit  the  peace,  &c.»  it  was  bolden  tuA* 
dent,  without  aTerring  it  in  terms  to  have  been  i^pun^  the  wiU  or  oqn- 
•ent  of  the  partica;  though  that  must  be  proTcd."  Jiev  ▼•  FuHdiommt 
£asier  Sum.  An.  179S,  cor.  JBulUrJ.,  MS.,  if  cited. 

(5)  13£aiC,S28. 

means, 
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188i.        means,  must  not  we  take  notice  of  them  ?     Taunton  L 

*""~       If  the  means  are  set  fprth,  and  appear  to  be  innocent, 
The  Kio 
agftintt        the  generality  of  the  other  part  of  the  count  cannot 

avail.]  As  to  overt  acts,  if  some  such  acts  are  charged, 
and  they  prove  not  to  be  criminal,  the  rest  of  the  in- 
dictment is  not  affected.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It 
tends  to  mislead,  if  you  set  out  some  acts,  and  those 
are  not  unlawful.  Taunton  J.  It  is  a  trap  to  bring 
parties  into  court  unprepared.]  Supposing  it  necessary 
that  any  of  the  overt  acts  alleged  should  be  unlawful, 
^  some  are  so  here.  In  some  instances  they  are  expressly 
laid  to  have  been  done  unlawfully.  [IMtledaU  J.  That 
is  nothing.]  The  fourth  count  states,  in  substance,  that 
the  defendants  conspired  wrongfully  to  charge  St.  Ives 
with  the  maintenance  of  an  unmarried  woman  with 
child,  legally  settled  elsewhere ;  and  that,  in  pursuance 
of  such  conspiracy,  they  unlawfidly  caused  and  procured 
a  poor  unmarried  man  to  mkrrj  her.  After  verdict  ftr 
the  crown,  it  will  not  be  presumed  that  that  was  done 
lawfully  and  with  the  man's  consent.  It  is  aUeged  to 
have  been  done  unlawfully;  and  that  it  was  so,  was 
matter  of  evidence.  The  woman  was  actually  chaige- 
able  to  Chatteris  at  the  time  of  these  proceedings ;  for 
die  Stat  35  G.S.  c.  101.  s.6.f  enacts,  that  every  un- 
married woman  with  child  shall  be  deemed  and  taken 
to  be  a  person  actually  chargeable,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  that  act,  to  the  parish  in  which  she  shall  in- 
habit [Taunton  J.  The  statute  does  not  make  an 
averment,  that  an  unmarried  woman  was  with  child, 
equivalent  to  an  averment  that  she  was  chargeable;  Bex 
V.  //o/m.  East  Waver  Quarter  (a).  Lord  Denman  C  J. 
You  only  state  prima  facie  evidence  of  her  charge- 

(a)  1 1  Eatt,  381.     And  we  the  judgment  of  Lord  EUenborou^  C  J. 
in  Bat  Y,  Jhdey,  5  SoM,  566. 

abili^O 
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ability.]    The  case  cited  was  that  of  an  order  of  re-        18S4. 

moval,  which  must  expressly  adjudge  the  par^  to  be       

chargeable.  But  at  all  events,  the  gist  of  this  indict-  agaifut 
ment  is  the  conspiracy;  and  that  is  well  charged  as 
having  an  unlawful  object.  It  is  said  in  2  Russell  on 
CrimeSf  p.  567.  2d  ed.,  that  in  an  indictment,  **  though 
it  is  usual  to  state  the  conspiracy,  and  then  shew  that  in 
pursuance  of  it  certain  overt  acts  were  done,  it  is  suf- 
ficient to  state  the  conspiring  alone.  And  it  is  not 
necessary  to  state  the  means  by  which  the  object  was 
to  be  effected,  as  the  conspiracy  may  be  complete  before 
the  means  to  be  used  are  taken  into  consideration :"  and 
Bex  V.  Gill  {a)  is  cited.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  There 
the  conspiracy  was  to  commit  an  offence :  here  it  was  to 
do  an  act  which  might  be  lawful  unless  it  were  shewn  to 
be  otherwise.]  In  some  of  the  counts  it  is  laid,  that  the 
defendants  unlawfully  conspired  to  exonerate  Chatteris 
and  burthen  St.  Ives.  R^ina  v.  Best  (b)  shews,  that  a 
conspiracy  to  burthen  an  individual  unjustly  (and  it  is 
the  same  of  a  parish)  is  an  offence,  and  that  the  offence 
is  complete  as  soon  as  the  parties  have  conspired.  It 
would  be  requiring  too  much  precision  to  insist  that  the 
means  of  carrying  the  conspiracy  into  effect  should  be 
stated  so  as  to  shew  how  they  were  unlawful.  [Tbtm- 
tanJ.  It  is  not  said  that  all  the  means  must  be  specified.] 

Sir  James  Scarlett^  Storks  Serjt,  and  F.  V.Lee,  con- 
tra, were  not  heard. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule 
roust  be  absolute.  An  indictment  for  conspiracy  ought 
to  shew,  either  that  it  was  for  an  unlawful  purpose^  or 
to  effect  a  lawful  purpose  by  unlawful  means :   that  is 

(a)  23.  t  Jld.90i.  (6)  1  SaOt.  174. 

not 
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18S4.       not  done  here.    To  say,  that  meeting  together  and  com- 
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bining  to  exonerate  one  parish  from  the  burthen  of  a 
againu  poor  person,  and  thiow  it  oa  another,  amounts  to  an 
indirhiMe  coosinnu^,  is  extravagant.  If  such  a  pro- 
position could  be  maintained,  it  would  apply  to  pa- 
rishioners hiring  out  a  poor  boy  from  their  own  parish 
.  into  another.  Then,  when  it  is  said  that  such  a  pro- 
ceeding is  a  conspiracy,  because  it  is  to  be  carried  into 
e£^t  by  unlawful  means,  we  must  see  in  the  means 
stated  something  which  amounts  to  an  offence.  In  Bex 
V.  Fowler  (a),  money  was  given  to  procure  the  marriage; 
but  Buller  J.  dii^ected  an  acquittal,  no  force  or  con- 
trivance appearing.  As  to  B^ina  v.  Best  (d),  it  was 
properly  held  there,  that  the  conspiracy  was  indictable, 
though  nothing  had  been  done  in  pursuance  of  it,  because 
the  object  was  falsely  to  charge  a  person  with  being  the 
fiither  of  a  bastard  child.  From  the  nature  of  the  &ct, 
diere  eoidd  be  no  doubt  that  the  conspiraqr  in  itself  was 
onlawfnL  In  Bex  v.  Spragg{c)9  the  indictment  only 
charged  a  conspiracy  to  indict  a  person  for  a  crime, 
not  saying  "  &lsely  to  indict;"  and  this  was  objected 
to  as  insufficient;  but  it  being  afterwards  alleged  that 
the  defendants,  according  to  the  conspiraq/y  did  falsely 
indict  the  party.  Lord  Mansfield  said  that  ^*  this  was  a 
complete  formed  conspiracy,  actually  carried  into  exe- 
cution:" the  averment  of  the  execution,  there,  reflected 
back  upon  the  statement  of  the  conspiracy.  That  case 
is  not  like  the  present. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  mere  procuring  of  this  marriage 
was  a  legal  act  in  itself^  and  the  indictment  does  not 
state  that  such  procuring  was  effected  by  any  unlawful 

(a)  1  Eaa't  P.  a  C.  Xr.  1. 1 1.,  p.  461.  (6)   1  Stdk.  174. 

(c)  2.»MT.J99S. 

means 
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means  or  devices,  or  fiilse  pretences.    If  it  had  been        1834. 
alleffed  to  have  been  done  with  a  sinister  purpose,  and       ' 

-o  *^     "^  ^  The  Kiva 

by  unlawful  means,  that  statement  would  have  been  suffi-  J^^ 
cient  The  substance  oif  this  charge  is,  that  the  defend- 
ants conspired  to  burthen  the  parbh  of  Si.  Ives  with  a 
pauper  (for  the  merely  exonerating  themselves  could  be 
no  ofience);  but,  because  the  natural  consequence  of  the 
marriage  of  these  parties  was  to  subject  the  husband's 
parish  to  a  burthen,  it  does  not  follow  that  those  who 
procured  the  marriage  were  indictable. 

Taunton  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Merely 
persuading  an  unmarried  man  and  woman  in  poor  cir- 
cumstances to  contract  matrimony,  is  not  an  offence.  I^ 
indeed,  it 'were  done  by  vnfidr  and  undue  means,  it 
might  be  unlawful ;  but  that  is  not  stated.  There  is  no 
averment  that  the  parties  were  unwilling,  or  that  the 
marriage  was  brought  about  by  any  fraud,  stratagem,  or 
concealment,  or  by  duress  or  threat.  No  unlawful 
means  are  stated,  and  the  thing  in  itself  is  not  an  offence : 
to  call  thb  a  conspiracy,  is  giving  a  colour  to  the  case 
which  the  fiicts  do  not  admit  of.  As  stated,  it  is  nothing 
more  than  the  case  where  the  officers  of  a  parish  agree, 
after  consultation,  to  apprentice  out  children  from  their 
own  parish  into  another :  no  doubt,  when  that  is  done, 
the  one  parish  may  be  exonerated  and  the  other  sub- 
jected to  a  charge;  but  no  ofience  is  committed. 

Williams  J.  I  have  always  understood,  that  an  in- 
dictment was  sufficient  if  it  alleged  what  amounted  to  a 
conspiracy  in  law,  though  no  overt  act  were  stated,  or 
none  stated  perfectly :  and  in  this  case,  I  have  had  some 
doubt  whether  the  fourth  count  was  not  sufficient;  but, 
on  consideration,  I  can  hardly  think  that,  in  that  count, 

if 
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1884.  if  the  overt  acts  are  rejectedi  and  the  conspiracy  alone 
relied  upon,  enough  appears  to  make  out  an  indictable 

againti  ofiencc*  Among  other  thingrs,  the  fact  of  the  woman 
having  been  a  burthen  to  Chatteris  at  the  time  in  ques- 
tion, is  not  clearly  averred :  the  terms  used  are  not  such 
that  we  can,  judicially,  take  her  to  have  been  actuaUy 
chargeable  to  that  parish  when  the  alleged  o£fence  was 
committed.  Furthermore,  I  doubt  whether  the  alle- 
gation of  conspiracy  in  that  count  is  to  be  understood 
in  the  sense  in  which  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution 
have  put  it  to  us.  It  is  stated,  that  the  defendants, 
unlawfully  conspiring  to  exonerate  the  inhabitants  of 
Chatteris  from  the  expense  which  might  ensue  to  them 
from  S.  M.  Brittany  as  a  poor  person,  being  an  un- 
married woman  with  child,  and  then  having  a  legal  set- 
tlement in  ChatteriSf  and  to  aggrieve  the  inhabitants 
of  St.  IveSf  and  wrongfully  to  burthen  them  with  the 
maintenance  of  the  said  5*  M.  A,  and  with  the  charges 
of  her  lying-in,  unlawfully  did  combine,  conspire^  and 
meet  together  for  the  purpose  last  aforesaid;  and,  being 
so  met,  did  unlawfully  cause  and  procure,  &c.  Now, 
whether  a  conspiracy  Jbr  the  jpurpose  of  doing  an  act  is 
equivalent  to  a  conspiracy  to  do  an  act,  may  be  doubted. 
In  Rex  V.  Nield  and  Others  (a),  the  defendants  were  con- 
victed under  a  statute  (39  &  40  G.  3.  c,  106.)>  which 
makes  it  penal  to  enter  into  agreements  ./^  con/ro/iti^ 
certain  workmen ;  the  conviction  stated  the  defendants 
to  have  entered  into  an  agreement  (which  was  not  set 
out)  /or  the  purpose  of  controlling ;  and  this  was  held  in- 
sufficient 

Judgment  arrested. 

(a)  6  EaU,  417.     As  to  this  cute,  see  the  judgment  of  AbboU  C  J.  in 
Bite ▼.  Sidgwiy,  SB.  4;  Aid.  59a 
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SadleA  against  Palfreyman,  Chambers^  and  Thursday, 
Ward, 

and 

Chambers  and  Ward  against  Sadler. 

nPHIS  was  a  rule,  calling  upon  the  defendants  in  the  A  defendant^ 
first  action,  and  the  plaintiffs  in  the  second,  to  shew  Ztmpr^nng 
cause  why  a  rule  made  in  these  causes,  for  referring  it  to  daiaken'toiMry 
the  master  to  tax  certain  costs  of  taxation  (as  after  men-  ^jj^j^^^n 
tioned),  and  all  proceedings  thereon,  should  no£  be  set  ■fJ^Y  ^ 
aside.    It  appeared  that  the  parties  to  the  first  action  *"!«*  ^  ^, 

'^'^  '^  emu  of  taxing 

signed  an  aCTcement  that  it  should  be  settled  on  the  tii«  attorney's 

"  bill,  under 

following  terms,  viz : —  **  That  the  plaintiff  will  accept,  sut  s  g.  2. 
and  the  defendants  shall  pay,  10/.  in  full  of  all  damages  upon  such  iU. 
charged  in  the  declaration  in  this  action,  and  that  the  tbe  plaintiff's*' 
defendants  shall  pay  the  costs  of  the  attornies  of  the  J^.^^'ole  siTS* 

has  been 
ducted* 


said  plaintiff,  in  this  acdon,  and  in  the  action  brought  by  **•*  *^'*  **•" 


the  sdd  C  Zr.  Chambers  and  A.  Ward  against  the  said 
C  Sadler^  as  between  attorney  and  client,  and  indem- 
nify the  said  C.  Sadler  therefrom,  and  from  all  the  de* 
fendanls'  costs  herein."  The  bills  of  costs  were  taxed 
accordingly,  and  more  than  one  sixth  of  each  was  taken 
off;  whereupon  a  rule  of  this  court  was  made  for  refer- 
ring it  to  the  master  to  tax  the  defendants  in  the  first 
action,  and  the  plaintiffs  in  the  second,  their  costs  on  the 
taxation  of  the  said  bills,  and  that  the  said  costs,  when 
taxed,  should  be  paid  by  the  attornies  whose  bills  had 
been  so  reduced,  to  the  said  defendants  and  plaintiffs  re- 
spectively. In  opposition  to  the  present  rule^  affidavits  of 
Vol.  I.  SB  Messrs. 
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]8d4f.       Messrs.  Sadler  and  Paljrejfman  were  put  in,  stating  tbat 


Sadua 


the  above  compromise  was  entered  into  upon  the  under- 
afpnmt  Standing  and  agreement  between  the  parties  that  the 
said  bills  in  both  actions  should  be  taxed,  that  the  taX'* 
ation  did  in  fact  proceed  at  the  instance  and  on  the  au- 
thority of  5a^/^,  expressly  signified  U>  Palfireynianj  and 
that  Sadler^  at  the  time  of  signing  the  agreement  of  com- 
promise, handed  otie  of  the  bills  to  Payreymatif  saying 
that  he  was  dissatisfied  with  it,  and  desired  it  to  be 
taxed.  The  ground  of  the  present  applicati<Hi  (which 
was  made  on  behalf  of  the  attomies)  waS)  that  the  act 
2  G.  2.  c.  23.  s.  23.  {a\  subjecting  the  attorney  to  costs 
where  more  than  a  sixth  part  of  his  bill  is  dednctedf 
applies  only  to  cases  where  the  client  is  an  immediate 
party  to  the  taxation,  and  not  where  it  is  made  for  the 
benefit  of  a  third  person. 

Maule  and  Pet&sdoiff  now  shewed  cause*  This  is 
a  case  within  the  words,  as  well  as  principle,  of  the 
statute.    In  making  the  present  application^  relianoe  has 

(a)  Which  enacts,  that  no  attorney,  &c.  ihall  niaintaia  any  actioa  ftr 
his  fees,  charges,  or  disbursements,  until  the  expiration  of  a  month  after 
he  **  shall  ha?e  deli?ere<l  unto  the  part j  or  parties  to  be  charged  thereto 
with,  or  left  for  him,'*  &c.  a  bill  of  tucfa  fees,  he* ;  ^  and  upon  q>pls> 
cation  of  the  party  or  parties  chaigeable  by  sach  bill,  or  of  any  other  per- 
son in  that  behalf  authorised,'*  to  the  courts  there  mentioned,  and  upon 
submission  as  there  stated,  the  said  courts  may  and  wn  required  to  reflkr 
the  bill  to  be  taxed,  &c ;  and  on  taxation  the  aaid  party  or  partica  shall 
pay  the  sum  tbat  shall  be  found  to  be  due,  or  if  the  attorney  ahaU  lia?e 
been  overpaid,  he  shall  refund,  &c.  *'  And  the  aaid  respectiTe  oouiti 
are  hereby  authorised  to  award  the  costs  of  tuch  taxations  to  be  paid  by 
the  parties,  according  to  the  event  of  the  taxation  of  the  bill  (thai  is  to 
say)  if  the  bill  taxed  be  less  by  a  sixth  part  than  the  bill  delivered,  then 
|he  attorney  or  solicitor  is  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  taxation  ;  but  if  it  aball 
not  be  less,  the  Court  in  their  discretion  shaU  charge  the  attorney  at 
dienty  in  regard  to  the  reaMnablfnaa  or  unreaioiiiblencn  of  nich  biiki'* 

periiaps 
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perhaps  been  placed  on  Langford  v.  JfoU  {a\  where  a  18S4< 
party  petitioned  for  taxation  of  a  bill  of  costs  which  he 
had  paid,  the  basiness,  however^  having  been  done  for 
other  persons,  to  whose  costs  the  ))etitioner  had  ulti- 
mately become  liable ;  and  tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls  (Sir 
T.  Plumer)  questioned  whether  the  jurisdiction  given  by 
the  statute  extended  to  a  case  not  between  solicitor  and 
client.  But  there  the  party  applying  had  actually  paid 
the  bill ;  and  the  point  was  never  finally  decided.  So  in 
Siorie  V.  Lord  Beciivs  {b\  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  pay 
the  bill  of  the  plaintiff's  solicitor,  amounting  to  a  speci* 
fied  sum,  289/.,  and  had  paid  it»  and  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  upon  petition  afterwards  refused  to  allow  a  tax- 
ation. In  the  present  case  Sadler  had  not  paid  the  bills, 
nor  had  he  ever  intended  to  part  with  the  right  of  tax« 
ation;  on  the  contrary,  he  meant  to  use  it  for  his 
own  benefit,  and  that  of  the  party  binding  himself  to  the 
payment.  In  Vincent  v.  Venner  {c)  a  party  who,  for  the 
purpose  of  compromising  a  suit,  had  agreed  to  pay  the 
plaintiff's  costs  as  between  solicitor  and  client,  and  had 
paid  three  bills  accordingly,  was  allowed,  on  petition, 
to  have  them  taxed.  When  the  present  action  had  been 
compromised,  the  parties  were  no  longer  adverse  to  each 
other,  and  Palfreyman^  Chambers^  and  Ward  might  be 
considered  as  Sadler's  agents  for  the  purpose  of  the  tax- 
ation. [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  It  rather  seems  that  Sadler 
was  theirs.]  Thb  motion  is  an  attempt  by  the  attornies 
to  set  up  a  jus  tertii,  contrary  to  the  agreement  of  all  the 
persons  interested. 

(a)  1  Jae.  j-  W.  891.  {h)  XJac^W*  392.  nou  (o}. 

(c)  1  y^lns  ^  Keen.  S18. 

S  B  2  FMeit^ 
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FoUeiif  contri.    The  rule  for  costs  in  this  case  is  not 
obtained  on  behalf  of  the  client,  to  whom  the  bills  were 

Sadlck 

agavut       legally  delivered,  but  of  other  persons.     Sadler  is  the 

client,  and  the  rule  is  for  taxing  the  defendants  in  the 

first  action  (namely,  Patfreymatij  Chambers^  and  Ward\ 

and  the  plaintiiFs  in  the  second  (namely.  Chambers  and 

Ward)f  their  costs  of  the  taxation  of  the  bills  delivered 

to  Sadler.    The  attomies  are  to  be  called  upon  to  pay 

those  costs  to  persons  who  never  were  their  clients. 

The  court  has  not  power  to  order  such  a  taxation.  The 

client  himself  might  have  hod  the  bills  taxed,  and 

claimed  these  costs ;  but  when  he  has  entered  into  an 

agreement  like  the  present  with  other  parties,  the  Court 

cannot  award  costs  of  taxation  either  against  the  attor* 

nies,  or  against  those  parties.     In  Lang/ord  v.  Nott  {a) 

the  Master  of  the  Rolls  thought  that  a  third  party  could 

not  even  have  the  bills  taxed.    And  supposing  that  this 

may  be  done  by  agreement,  still  the  costs  of  taxation  do 

not  follow,  as  a  consequence  of  such  agreement.    The 

words  of  the  statute,  2  G.  S.  c.  23.  s.  23.  are  evidently 

intended  to  confine  the  right  of  taxing  bills,  and  of  re* 

covering  costs  on  taxation,  to  parties  standing  in  the 

relation  of  attorney  and  client.    [Lord  JDenman  C.  J. 

The  words  seem  calculated  to  avoid  that  restriction. 

It  is  said  that  **  the  parly  chargeable  by  such  bill,"  or 

**  any  other  person  in  that  behalf  authorized"  may  apply 

for  a  taxation.]    The  party  chargeable  is  the  person 

whom  the  attorney  has  a  right  to  charge.    [Taunton  J. 

The  clause  does  not  say  <<  chargeable  as  client."]    The 

party  •*  chargeable  by  such  bill,"  is  the  client. 

(«}  IJae.^  w.^u 

Lord 
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Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  case  is  a  little  embarrassed  .  1834. 
by  the  circumstance  of  the  bills  arising  in  cross  actions,  ^""^ 
but  we  may  consider  it  as  if  only  one  cause  had  been  in  mgabui 
question.  By  the  compromise  agreed  to,  Sadler  was  to 
receive  10/.  from  Palfreyman^  Palfreyman  undertaking 
also  to  pay  the  bill  of  costs  of  Sadler's  attornies.  The 
party  so  undertaking  became  chargeable  with  that  bill. 
Then,  unless  he  had  the  right  of  taxation,  he  would 
have  no  check  upon  the  attornies  of  the  other  party. 
One  security  which  the  statute  gives  against  the  attorney 
on  taxation  is,  that  if  the  bill  taxed  be  less  by  a  sixth 
part  than  the  bill  delivered,  the  attorney  is  to  pay  the 
costs  of  taxation.  Upon  reference  to  the  words  used  in 
the  statute  (his  Lordship  then  read  them),  I  can  see  no 
reason  why  the  parties,  against  whom  this  rule  has  been 
moved  for,  should  not  receive  the  costs  of  taxation;. I 
think  they  fall  within  the  express  words  of  the  dause 
which  gives  such  costs. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  The  party,  in  this  case,  who  had  to 
pay  the  costs,  was  entitled  to  go  before  the  master  for 
the  purpose  of  having  them  reduced.  That  could  not 
be  done  without  expence ;  and  if  the  reduction  amonnted 
to  more  than  one  sixth,  the  expence  ought  to  be  paid  by 
the  attorney  who  delivered  the  bill.  It  makes  no  dif* 
ference  to  him  whether  one  party  or  another  b  to  receive 
the  amount. 

Taunton  J.  The  express  direction  of  the  act  is, 
that  '*  if  the  bill  taxed  be  less  by  a  sixth  part  than  the 
bill  delivered,  then  the  attorney  or  solicitor  is  to  pay  the 
costs  of  the  taxation."  There  could  be  no  question  that 
the  attornies  ought  to  pay ;  the  only  doubt  raised  is,  who 
SB  3  bad 
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1834*  bad  the  right  to  receive.  I  cannot  see  why  Palfieyman 
and  the  parties  joined  with  him  in  this  case  are  not  to 
be  considered  as  the  ^parties  chargeable,"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  The  words  of  the  statute,  as  to 
the  taxation,  are,  ^Uhe  party  or  parties  chargeable  by 
iuch  bill.**  It  is  said  that  because  these  persons  are  not 
the  parties  to  whom  the  bill  is  made  out,  they  are  not 
within  the  provision  of  the  statute.  But  when  tliey  en- 
tered into  an  agreement  to  pay  the  costs  as  between 
attorney  and  client,  they  bad  a  right  to  see  that  the 
client  did  not  pay  more  to  the  attornies  than  was 
allowed  by  law ;  and  for  that  purpose  to  consider  their 
own  names  put  into  tlie  bill  in  place  of  that  of  the 
original  debtor,  and  themselves  as  the  parties  thereby 
chargeable.  I  do  not  rely  upon  the  words  in  section  23, 
c^any  other  person  in  that  behalf  authorised,'*  because  I 
think  they  simply  mean  persons  authorised  by  the  party 
chargeable  as  before  mentioned,  in  contradistinction  to 
that  party. 

WiLUAMS  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  attempt 
is  to  represent  Palfreyman  and  the  paities  joined  with 
him  as  strangers  to  this  transaction.  But  by  the  agrees 
ment  of  compromise  they  became  immediately  interested 
in  the  question,  and  had  a  right  to  the  benefit  of  that 
inquiry  which  took  place« 

Rule  discharged. 
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Festovi  against  Swallow^  Hayley,  and  Kilneb.  -^'*^' 

JuneSuu 

COVENANT  by  the  clerk  to  the  trustees  for  putting  A  local  turn- 
^  ,  pike  act  im- 

mto  execution   a  statute,  9  G.  4.  c.  Ixxxiii.,   for  posed  toils 
amending,  &e.  the  present  roads,  and  making  and  main-  hone  drawing 
tuning  certain  new  roads  between  the  towns  of  Birsial  oAer  toUt  u^n 
and  Huddmfield  in  the  county  of  York  {a).    The  de-  ^^jngHt"''' 
daration  alleged,  that,  by  an  indenture  of  tlie  26th  of  Serlu  ^^uSTif 
Beptember  18S3,  between  six  of  the  trustees  of  the  first  the  toiu  had  in 

any  one  day 
part,   t)een  paid  for 
the  pasting  of 
any  hone,  such 
liorse  should  on  Ibat  day  be  pennitled  ia  repass  once  toll  free;  but  enacted  that  the  toUs  for 
horses  drawing  any  stage-coach,  should  be  payable  every  time  of  passing.     The  trustees 
let  the  toUsy  with  power  to  collect  them  according  to  the  act,  and  subject  to  such  rules  and 
restrictions  as  should  bo  made  by  the  trustees:    and  the  lessee  covenanted  with   the 
trustees,  to  permit  the  owners  of  stage-coaches,  waggons,  &c.  to  pass  in  the  following 
manner;  viz.,  hones  drawing  any  tuch  carriage,  as  there! n-before  mentioned,  to  be  re- 
apeetively  allowed  to  pass  along  the  road  on  payment  of  full  toll  going,  and  quarter  toll 
returning,  at  any  time  during  the  same  day. 

Hones  passed  through  a  gate,  drawing  a  stagecoach,  and  full  toll  was  paid  for  them ; 
they  returned  the  same  day,  drawing  another  suge-coach,  and  the  lessee  exacted  full  toll  t 
Held,  that  the  lessee  ought»  by  his  covenant,  to  have  demanded  quarter-toll  only. 

(a)  Local  and  personal,  public.  —  Sect.  13.  The  trustees,  or  any  per- 
son or  persons  appointed  or  authorised  by  the  said  trustees  or  their  lessees, 
aie  authorised  and  ampowered  to  demand  and  take  the  several  tolls  after 
mentioned,  at  each  and  every  of  tlie  respective  toll  gates,  turnpikes,  ban 
or  chains,  and  side  gates,  which  shall  be  continued  or  erected  by  vutoe  of 
this  act,  and  on  every  day,  such  day  to  be  computed  from  twelve  of  the 
dock  at  night  to  twelve  of  the  clock  in  the  next  succeeding  night  (that 
is  to  say),  for  every  horse  or  other  beast  drawing  any  coach  •  .  •  stage- 
coach •  •  •  •  or  other  such  carriage,  any  aum  not  exceeding  the  sum  of 

fimr  pence  halfpenny for  every  horse,  &c.  laden  or  unladen, 

und  not  drawing,  the  sum  of  one  penny.  •  •  . 

Sect.  ]3.  <*  Provided  always,  and  be  it  further  enacted,  that  in  case  the 
lolls  hereby  authorised  to  be  taken  shall,  at  any  time  or  times,  on  any  one 
day  (to  ht  computed  from  twelve  of  the  clock  at  night  to  twelve  of  tbo 
clock  in  the  next  succeeding  night)  have  been  paid  for  the  passing  of  any 
borse^  beast,  or  cattle,  through  any  such  toll  gate  or  toll  gates,  &c.  or 
cbainty  such  bone,  boat,  or  cattle  shall,  upon  a  ticket,  denoting  the  pay« 
S  B  4t  ment 


SWAUOW* 
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18S4.       part,  the  defendant  SwdlUm  of  the  second  part,  and  the 
""""^       three  defendants  of  the  third  part,  the  trustees  did  demise, 

FXNTON 

agnrut  lease,  and  to  &nn  let,  unto  the  defendant  SwallaWy  his 
executors  and  administrators,  all  and  singular  the  tolls 
arising,  &c.,  and  the  several  gates  situate,  &&,  with  full 
power  and  authority  for  him,  the  said  Luke  SwaUem^  his 
executors  and  administrators,  and  such  person  or  per- 
sons as  be  or  they  should  authorise  or  appoint,  to  collect 
or  receive  the  said  tolls,  according  and  subject  to  the 
provisions  and  restrictipns  of  the  said  act,  and  the  acts 
of  S  &  4  G.  4.  for  regulating  turnpike-roads,  or  any  or 
either  of  them,  and  under  and  subject  to  such  rules, 
orders,  restrictions,  variations,  and  regulations,  as  had 
been  or  should  at  any  time  or  times  thereafter  be  made, 
ordered,  or  agreed  upon  by  the  said  trustees,  for  the 
time  being,  of  the  said  turnpike-road,  pursuant  to  the 
powers  vested  in  them  in  and  by  the  said  acts,  or  any 
or  either  of  them ;  and  for  that  purpose  to  occupy  the 
toll-houses,  &c.  And  the  said  defendants  did  thereby 
for  themselves  jointly  and  severally  covenant,  promise^ 
and  agree  to  and  with  the  said  trustees,  that  the  said 
Jjuke  Swalkm  should  and  would  permit  the  owners  of 
stage-coaches,  waggons,  carts,  or  other  carriages,  carry- 
jng  passengers  or  goods  for  hire  or  reward  on  the  said 
turnpike-roads  therein  mentioned,  and  their  drivers  and 


mcnt  thereof  on  that  day  being  prodaced,  be  permitted  to  repass  once 
toll-free^  through  the  same  toll  gate  or  toll  gates,  &c  at  which  such  pay- 
ment or  payments  respectively  shall  have  been  made  at  any  time  or  times 
during  the  same  day  (to  be  computed  as  aforesaid).'* 

Sect.  16.  "  ProTided  also,  and  be  it  further  enacted,  that  the  tolls  hereby 
made  payable  for  or  in  respect  of  faorNS  or  beasts  drawing  any  stage- 
coach, diligence,  •  •  •  •  or  stage  waggon,  or  other  stage  carnage  or  cart, 
conveying  passengers  or  goods  for  pay  or  reward,  shall  be  payable  and 
paid  every  time  of  pasting  along  the  said  roads,  or  any  of  them.* 

servants 
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servants  (except  all  post-chaises),  to  pass  in  the  following       18S4. 

manner  (that  is  to  say),  horses  or  beasts  drawing  any       

such  carriage  as  thereift^before  mcfUioned^  should  respect-  ofomsr 
ively  be  allowed  to  pass  along  the  road  on  payment  of 
full  toll  going,  and  quarter  toll  returning,  at  each  toll- 
gate  upon  the  said  road,  at  any  time  during  the  same 
day,  instead  of  full  toll  both  ways ;  as  by  the  said  in- 
denture, &c.  The  declaration  then  alleged  an  entry  by 
the  defendant  Swalhw^  and  a  performance  by  the  trus- 
tees of  all  covenants  on  their  part,  and  alleged  the  fol- 
lowing breach  of  the  abov&-mentioned  covenant  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants: — that  the  said  Luke  Smallam^  after 
the  making  of  the  said  mdenture,  and  during  the  conti- 
nuance of  the  said  demise,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  on  each  of 
the  several  respective  days  between  that  day  and  Scc^ 
demanded  and  took  from  one  Edward  Jackson^  then  and 
there  being  the  driver  of  a  certain  stage-coach,  carrying 
passengers  and  goods  for  hire  and  reward,  upon  one  of 
the  said  turnpike-roads  under  tlie  management  of  the 
said  trustees,  full  toll  going,  and  full  toll  returning, 
through  the  same  gate  upon  the  said  turnpike-road,  for 
and  in  respect  of  divers,  to  wit,  four  horses  drawing  the 
said  stage-coach  so  carrying  passengers  and  goods  for 
hire  as  aforesaid,  on  each  of  the  said  several  and  re- 
spective days  as  aforesaid,  instead  of  full  toll  going  and 
quarter  toll  only  returning,  as  in  the  said  covenant  men- 
tioned. 

Plea,  first,  non  est  factum;  secondly,  that  the  said 
Luke  Swalktw  did  not,  after  the  making  of  the  said 
indenture,  and  during  the  continuance  of  the  said 
demise,  demand  and  take  from  the  said  Edward  Jack* 
soHj  then  and  there  being  the  driver  of  the  said  stage- 
coach carrying  passengers  and  goods  for  hire  and  re- 
ward 
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18S4.       ward  upon  one  of  the  said  turnpike-roads,  under  the 
__  management  of  the  trustees  as  afi>resaid,  full  toll  going 

agabui  and  full  toll  returning  through  the  same  gate,  for  and  in 
respect  of  the  said  horses  drawing  the  said  stage-coach 
so  carrying  passengers  and  goods  tor  hire  as  afore* 
said,  in  manner  and  form,  &c.  i  but,  on  the  contrary 
thereof,  he,  the  said  Luke  SvoaHUm^  then  and  there 
demanded  and  took  from  the  said  Edward  Jackson, 
so  being  the  driver,  &c.,  upon  the  said  turnpikerroad, 
&€.,  full  toll  going;  and  because  the  said  horses  so 
drawing  the  said  stage-coach  as  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  returned  the  same  day  with  a  different  stage* 
coach  from  that  drawn  by  them  as  herein*before  men* 
tioned,  he,  the  said  lAike  Swallam,  demanded  and  took 
from  the  said  Edward  Jackson^  then  and  there  being  the 
driver  of  the  said  lost  mentioned  stage-coach,  fiiU  toll 
returning,  as  he  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid. 
General  demurrer  and  joinder,  (/i) 

Wightman  In  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  words  of 
the  covenant,  ^^suck  carriage  as  ther^n-beibre  men* 
tioned,'^  refer  to  the  description  of  the  carriages  whidi 
precedes,  namely,  *'  stage-coaches,  waggons,  carts,  or 
other  carriages,  carrying  passengers  or  goods  for  hire  or 
reward."  Therefore,  the  horses  returning  were  liable  to 
quarter  toll  only.    The  toll  b  on  the  horses  only.    In 

(a)  Id  the  couise  of  Uie  argument,  LUiUdak  J.  eipfmed  «  doubt 
whether  Uw  pleadingt  were  angular,  inumucb  m  die  hreacb.leid  in  the 
decUration  appeared  to  be  the  takiog  full  toll  going,  and  full  toll  return* 
ingy  for  tlie  horws  drawing  the  same  coach ;  and  the  plea  stated  facts 
incopsisteat  with  it»  but  did  not  tender  issue  oo  the  breach.  This  qu^ 
tion,  howereri  was  not  argued,  the  counsel  on  both  sides  agreeing  to  waifa 
aU  infonnalitiesi  and  to  discuss  the  question  on  the  merits. 

NMdt 
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Nibfeit  \n  Pott(m{a\  two  acts  of  parliament  imposed        1834. 
certain  tolls  upon  horses  drawing  a  coach  or  waggon,        ^ 
and  others  upon  horses  not  drawing,  and  there  was  a       agamu 

Swallow* 

power  given  to  distrain  any  horse  or  any  carriage  upon 
which  toll  was  imposed;  and  afterwards  it  was  pro- 
vided that  no  person  should  be  obliged  to  pay  more 
than  once^  in  one  day,  in  respect  of  any  carriage  or 
any  horse^  nor  in  respect  of  any  carriage  or  horse  em- 
ployed for  certain  purposes,  and  that  toll  should  not 
be  taken  from  any  person  for  the  same  horses  at  more 
than  one  tolUgate,  in  one  day.    It  was  held  that  the  toll 
was  imposed  on  the  horses  merel}*,  and  could  not  be 
taken  upon  a  horse  passing  a  gate  twice  on  the  same 
day  drawing  different  carriages.     In  Wlliams  v.  San^ 
gar  (6),  an  act,  after  imposing  so  much  on  such  and  such 
carriages  drawn  by  so  many  horses,  and  so  much  on 
every  horse,  &c.,  provided  that  no  person  should  lie 
subject  to  the  payment  of  toll  more  than  once  in  any 
one  day  for  passing  and  repassing  voith  the  same  hone 
or  carriage  through  the  same  turnpike ;  and  it  was  held, 
that  a  carriage  in  respect  of  which  toll  had  ouce  been 
paid,  was  not  liable  to  a  toll  on  the  same  day  at  the 
same  gate,  though  drawn  by  different  horses.  In  Gray  v. 
Shilling  (c\  an  act  imposed  tolls  on  carriages,  and  tolls 
on  horses  not  drawing;  and,  by  a  distinct  provision,  ex- 
empted persons  having  ouce  paid,  and  passing  a  second 
time,  with  the  same  horse^  Dec,  on  the  same  day :  then 
another  act  repealed  the  toll  dause  of  the  former  act, 
and  imposed  tolls  on  horses  drawing  a  carriage^  and  tolls 
on  horses  not  drawing,  but  continued  the  provisions  of 
the  former  act  in  other  respects ;  and  it  was  held  that  no 

(a)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  81.  (6)  \QSem,^6. 

(c)  9^.  (^.  SO. 

toll 
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1834.  toll  was  payable  in  respect  of  horses  passing  a  second 
"        time  with  a  different  carriage,  by  a  person  who  had  once 

againn  paid  for  passing  with  those  horses.  In  Norris  v.  Poaie  (a), 
an  act  imposed  on  the  person  or  persons  attending  any 
carriage,  so  much  toll  for  every  horse  drawing  any 
coach;  it  afterwards  provided  that  any  person  having  paid 
the  tolls  for  the  passing  of  any  catde  or  carriage,  should 
be  permitted  to  pass  toll  free,  during  the  same  day,  with 
the  same  cattle^  or  carriage :  and  it  was  held  that  tolls 
were  not  payable  for  horses  passing  a  second  time  with 
a  different  coach  and  coachman.  In  Waterhouse  v. 
Keen  (6),  the  exemption  was  not  allowed;  but  there  the 
act,  after  imposing  tolls  upon  carriages,  and  tolls  upon 
horses  not  drawing,  provided  that  no  more  than  one  toll 
should  be  taken  from  any  person  for  passing  or  repassing 
with  the  same  horses  and  carriages ;  and  the  exemption 
was  claimed  by  a  person  passing  a  second  time  with 
fresh  horses,  but  the  same  carriage.  Again,  in  Loar^ 
ing  V.  Slone  (c),  the  Court  decided  against  an  exemp- 
tion: but,  in  that  case,  tolls  were  imposed  on  horses 
drawing,  and  on  horses  not  drawing,  and  the  exemption 
was  of  persons,  who,  having  once  passed  and  paid,  should 
pass  a  second  time  with  the  same  horses  and  carriages; 
and  the  exemption  was  claimed  by  a  person,  wbo^ 
though  he  had  passed  and  paid  on  the  same  day,  and 
was  repassing  with  the  same  horses,  was  driving  a  differ- 
ent  coach.  In  the  present  case,  the  covenant  is  express, 
to  take  only  quarter  toll  on  horses  returning,  drawing 
such  carriage ;  and,  unless  the  defendant  can  shew  that 
such  carriage  means  the  same  carriage,  the  plaintiff  must 

(a)  SlHng.  41.  (6)  4B.  J:  C.  «00« 

(c)  2  J7.  4^  a  515. 

recover. 
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recover.    If  there'  be  an  ambigaity,  the  construction        1834. 
should  be  in  favour  of  the  public. 


Sir  G.  An  LeaAn^  in  support  of  the  plea.  The  word 
such  means  the  same  /  if  not,  it  would  have  been  easy 
for  the  parties  to  use  the  words  of  the  same  description. 
In  Loaring  v.  Stone  {a)  the  words  imposing  the  toll  were 
the  same,  in  every  material  respect,  as  the  words  in  the 
covenant  here.  The  defendant  here  is  to  take  tolb 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  act.  Now  the  act,  after 
an  exempting  clause  for  a  second  passage  by  the  same 
horses,  provides  (i),  <*  that  the  tolls  hereby  made  pay- 
able for  or  in  respect  of  fabrses  or  beasts  drawing  any 
stage-coach,  &c.,  shall  be  payable  and  paid  every  time 
of  passing  along  the  said  roads,''  &&''  The  trustees 
may,  indeed,  under  the  General  Turnpike  Act,  3  6.  4. 
c.  126.  5.  43.  (c)  reduce  the  toll,  but  they  have  not  here 
reduced  it,  as  to  different  stage-coaches. 

Wightman  in  reply.  In  Loaring  v.  Stone  (a)  the  ex- 
empting clause  had  the  words  <*  with  the  same  horse,  or 

(d)  2B.4:  ^*  ^1^*  (0  Sect  16. 

(e)  Which  tnacts,  that  it  ihtll  be  lawful  for  tha  tnuteca  or  ocMunia. 
aioiwri  under  any  turnpike  act,  in  caae  no  power  or  effectual  power 
ihould  be  given  to  them  under  the  act  by  which  they  are  appointed,  and 
they  are  thereby  empowered,  at  a  meeting  to  be  held  for  that  purpose, 
(of  which  notice  is  to  be  given,  ai  the  cbuse  particularly  directs,)  from 
time  to  time  to  lessen  and  reduce  all  or  any  of  the  tolls  granted  by  any 
of  the  said  respective  acts,  for  and  during  such  time  as  the  said  trustees 
or  commisdooers  shall  think  proper ;  and  afterwards  at  any  meeting  to 
be  held  as  aforesaid,  from  time  to  time,  as  they  shall  see  occasion,  to 
advance  all  or  any  of  the  tolb,  so  lessened,  to  any  sum  or  sums  of  money 
not  esceeding  the  several  rates  granted  by  such  acts  of  parliament  and 
this  act  respectively. 

horsesy 


FxKTOlf 
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18S4*       horses,  and  carriages;"  and  in  Waterhousev.  Keen{a\ 


Femtoik 


where  also  the  word  and  was  in  the  exempUng  clausei 
agimui       the  Court  expressly  relied  upon  the  introduction  of 

SlTALbOW* 

that  word. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  This  comes  before  us  as  a 
question  upon  a  breach  of  covenant.  The  covenant  is 
set  out.  (His  Lordship  here  read  the  covenant  as  set  out 
in  the  record,  the  breachi  and  the  plea.)  Now  let  us 
substitute  the  fact,  as  alleged  in  the  plea,  for  the  breach 
alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  see  whether  there  will 
then  appear  to  have  been  a  breach  of  covenant  Looking 
at  the  covenant,  I  think  the  meaning  is  that  there  shall 
be  a  liability  to  only  quarter  toll,  in  the  case  of  horses, 
upon  which  toll  has  been  paid,  returning  in  the  same 
day,  drawing  carriages  of  the  same  description  as  those 
with  which  they  passed  through  before.  The  word 
**  such"  must  have  this  large  construction.  If  it  was 
meant  that  a  second  toll  should  be  imposed,  the  words 
are  not  sufficiently  strong  to  eiFectuate  the  intention. 
This  decision  will  not  clash  with  any  of  the  previous 
cases,  all  of  which  were  decided  upon  their  own  circum- 
stances. In  Waterhouse  v.  Keen  (a),  the  Court  seem  to 
have  taken  our  view  of  the  case. 

LitAledalb  J.  The  general  w*ords  imposing  the 
tolls,  and  the  first  proviso,  if  taken  together  and  with- 
out reference  to  what  follows,  would  seem  to  prevent 
the  taking  of  a  second  toll  in  any  case  for  a  horse  pass- 
ing twice  on  the  same  day :  for  the  toll  is  imposed  upon 
each  horse  drawing  a  coach ;  and  then  comes  a  proviso 

(a)  4P.4^c.2oa 

that 


..  r 
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that  any  horsey  upon  which  toll  has  been  paid  once  in  1834. 
the  day,  shall  be  permitted  to  repass  once  toll  free.  ^— - 
So  fiir,  there  is  no  limitation  of  the  exemption;  the  ^<v>^«f 
horse  may  be  led,  driveni  or  ridden,  or  may  be 
drawing  or  not  drawing.  Then  comes  a  proviso,  that 
the  tolls  payable  in  respect  of  horses  drawing  any 
stage-coach  shall  be  payable  every  time  of  passing :  but 
under  the  General  Turnpike  Act,  3  G.  4.  c.  126. 
$>  43.  the  trustees  have  power  to  reduce  the  tolls ;  and 
this  power  is  general,  and  not  limited  to  horses  return* 
ing  witli  the  same  carriage.  Then,  by  the  regulations 
imposed  here,  the  toll  is  reduced  on  horses  return- 
ing; and  we  must  presume  that  the  covenant  is  in  pur- 
suance of  the  act.  The  question  then  arises,  whether 
mch  carriage  means  the  same  caniagCf  or,  generally,  a 
carriage  of  the  same  nature;  I  think  the  meaning 
is  not  confined  to  the  identical  carriage.  Therefore, 
upon  the  construction  of  the  act,  I  think  this  was  a 
case  under  the  first  clause  of  exemption  as  to  the  horses ; 
and  that  the  liability  imposed  by  the  subsequent  proviso 
is  reduced,  according  to  the  General  Turnpike  Act,  in 
the  case  of  horses  returning  on  the  same  day  with  a  car- 
riage of  the  same  description. 

Taumton  J.  Assuming  that  this  bargain  between  the 
trustees  and  the  defendant  is  in  conformity  with  the  local 
act,  and  construing  it  with  reference  to  the  act,  I  think,  as 
I  thought  upon  the  first  reading,  that  the  judgment  must 
be  for  the  plaintiff.  The  words  used  are  not  **  the  same 
carriage,"  but,  generally,  "  horses  drawing  any  such  car- 
riage— returning; ''  so  that  it  would  not  matter  whether 
the  carriage  were  the  same  or  different ;  and  the  defend- 
ant would,  in  either  casci  be  guilty  of  a  breach  of  coyenant. 

That 
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1 8S4*  That  was  my 'first  impression.  In  the  course  of  the  arga- 
r  "  meht,  I  doubted  the  propriety  of  my  original  opinion, 
against  and  thought  that  the  horses,  to  be  entitled  to  the  reduction, 
must  be  drawing  the  identical  carriage  which  they  had 
drawn  on  their  first  passing.  But  the  word  *<  such  **  in 
general  means,  not  identical^  but  of  the  same  description. 
I  think  therefore  that  I  was  mistaken  in  considering  that 
'*  such ''  ex  necessitate  must  mean  **  the  same."  The 
lessee  might  have  used  the  words  ''the  same^"  but  be 
has  not  done  so.  The  generality  of  the  covenant,  as  to 
horses  returning,  makes  it  unimportant  whether  they  are 
drawing  the  same  or  a  different  carriage :  therefore,  the 
toll  was  to  be  reduced  in  this  case ;  and  there  has  been 
a  breach  of  the  covenant. 

Williams  J.  I  quite  agree  in  what  has  been  said^ 
It  appears  to  me  that  this  case  was  under  the  exemption. 
The  language  of  the  covenant  is  "  any  such  carriage," 
not  '<  the  same  carriage,"  which  was  probably  not  what 
the  covenantors  meant ;  at  any  rate  it  is  not  what  they 
have  said. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


JN  THE  Fourth  Year  op  WILLIAM  IV. 


Doe  on  the  several  Demises  of  William  Sweet-  Friday, 
LAND  and  Charity  Hill  against  Thomas 
Webber.  - 


(^N  the  trial  of  this  ejectment  before  Park  J.,  at  the  A  party  bar* 

V/    _  _.      _  ♦     '  „  -  iDg,by«volun* 

Devonshire  Lent  assizesi  1832,  a  verdict  was  taken  tary  aettieraent 
by  consent  for  the  defendant,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  ronveyed  away 
this  Court  on  a  special  case.  The  questions  raised  by  an  MtetTafter- 
the  case  were,  first,  whether  a  certain  marriage  settle-  a^rtga^of* 
ment,  made  by  John  Hill  on  the  26th  of  May  1798,  theaame  estate 

"  ^  1  he  mortgagee^ 

after  hb  marriage,  was  or  was  not  invalid  as  against  a  representing 
subsequent  purchaser  of  the  settled  premises  for  valu-  bona  fide  pur- 

.,  -^         .  11  1      «  .       «•  1  chaser  forvalue, 

able  consideration;  secondly,  whether,  in  fact,  there  claimed  to  treat 
had  or  had  not  been  a  subsequent  purchase  for  value,  m^^  as  void, 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  having  been  given  upon  the  2°  J/is.  c.  4. : 
second  question  only,  so  much  of  the  case  and  argu-  ^{f^Jf *n3  „ 
ments  as  relates  to  the  first  is  omitted.  admiswons, 

implied  or 

On  the  26th  of  May  1798,  John  Hilly  being  entitled  eipress,  of 

the  mortgagor^ 

to  the  reversion  in  fee  of  Middle  Lang  ford  (the  estate  in  made  after  he 

,       t.r       n     ^        had  parted  with 

question  in  this  suit),  expectant  upon  the  life  of  Ann  his  interest  by 
Western^  demised  it  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintifi^,  William  ^re  not  ad-  ' 
Sweeilandy  and  another  (since^  deceased),   for    eighty  de^eon^half 
years,  if  his  then  wife  Charity  Hill  (the  other  lessor  of  ^,"^.7^ 
the  plaintiff)  should  so  long  live,  to  commence  after  the  ^®  ^^^  ^ 
death  of  the  said  Ann  Western  and  himself,  in  trust  to  gagor,)toshewr 

that  money  had 

permit  her  to  receive  the  rents  for  her  own  use  for  so  actually  been 

adTanced  upon 

many  years  of  the  term  as  she  should  live.  the  mortgage. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  the  4th  and  5th 
o?  February  1803,  made  between  the  said  John  Hill  of 
the  one  part,  and  John  Wilcocisy  of  Exetevy  banker,  of 

Vol.  I.  S  C  the 
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18S4f.  the  other  partiJohn  HiB^  in  consideration  of  the  momes 
jj"^  to  be  then  afterwards  advanced  by  the  sidd  John  Wil^ 
Sw%mAXD  cocks,  conveyed  the  premises  in  question  to  the  said 
IVuuB.  J.  JV.  and  his  heirs,  in  trust  to  sell  die  same  after  £^ving 
six  months'  notice  to  the  said  John  Hillf  if  the  debt 
should  not  exceed  8002.,  and  one  month's  notice  if  it 
should  exceed  that  sum;  and  to  pay  himself,  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale^  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as 
should  be  due  to  him  J,  JV.f  from  HiU^  rendering  the 
surplus,  &c. ;  and  if  payment  should  be  made  before  the 
notice  expired,  to  re-convey,  &c.  No  money  was  ad- 
vanced to  HiU  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  this  deed. 
The  only  evidence  given  at  the  trial  of  any  monios 
being  at  any  time  advanced  by  Wilcocks  to  Hill^  or  of 
any  debt  exbting  from  HiU  to  JVUcochf  was  the  follow- 
ing, which  was  received  by  the  learned  Judge,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  its  admissibility. 

A  copy  of  a  notice  from  WikocJcs  was  read,  bearing 
date  the  2d  of  February  1804,  and  addressed  to  JEfiB, 
which,  after  reciting  the  above  indentures,  proceeded  in 
these  words :  —  *<  And  whereas  there  is  now  due  and 
owing  from  the  said  John  Hill  to  the  said  John  Wil- 
cocks the  sum  of  900/.  and  upwards,  now  I,  the  said 
J.  W.y  pursuant  to  the  power  given  me  by  the  said  in 
part  recited  indentures,  and  in  exercise  thereof  do 
hereby  give  you  notice,  that  I  shall,  from  and  after  the 
expiration  of  one  calendar  month  from  the  date  hereof 
absolutely  sell  and  dispose  of  the  said  recited  messuage, 
&c.,  so  vested  in  me  for  that  purpose  by  the  said  recited 
indentures.  —  John  WilcocksJ*  (a) 

(a)  A  dnplicate  of  tfalt  notice  was  ^Ten  in  eyidcncei  tbe  admisiibil&y 
of  wbich  was  dkputedy  but  the  objection  was  not  ioaisted  upon. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Pidsletfy  the  attorney  who  prepared  the  mort-       1884. 
gage,  stated  that,  after  the  notice  had  been  so  left,  John       """"" 

DoK  dem. 
Hill  and  his  brother  came  to  hlra  in  consequence,  and     Swixtlano 

requested  bim  to  interfere  with  Wilcocks  not  to  sell  the       Wsnct. 

property,  the  brother  promising  to  pay  off  the  debt. 

John  Hill  did  not  say  that  the  money  had  not  been 

advanced.     The  brother  paid  100/.  towards  it.    Mr. 

Pidsley  also  stated  that,  when  the  security  from  Hill 

to  Wilcocks  was  prepared  and  executed,  be  had  no  in* 

timadoD  of  any  marriage  settlement 

A  commission  of  bankrupt,  dated  the  14th  otSeptem^ 
her  1804,  against  the  said  John  Hillj  was  put  in;  and  it 
was  proved  that  Hill^  in  his  last  examination  under 
tliat  commission,  on  the  1st  of  Decemba-  1804,  stated, 
amongst  other  things,  as  follows :  — • 

"  I  was  entitled"  (in  1798)  "  to  the  reversion  in  fee 
of  an  estate  called  Little  Zjarigjhrd^  situate^  &c.  This 
estate,  by  certain  indentures,  &c.,  I  conveyed  to  John 
Wilcocksy  of  &c.,  in  trust  for  sale  on  his  advancing  me 
800/.  thereon,  which  I  conceive  to  be  not  much  less 
than  the  value  thereof.  I  understand  some  doubts  have 
arisen  as  to  the  validity  of  this  conveyance  to  Mr.  Wtl^ 
cocks  i  but  whether  they  are  well  or  ill  founded  I  can- 
not say.  I  had  notice  from  Mr.  Wilcocks^  bearing  date 
the  2d  day  of  February  1804»  that,  in  default  of  pay- 
ment of  the  said  sum  of  800/.  and  interest  within  one 
calendar  month  from  the  date  of  such  notice^  he  would 
proceed  to  sale,  but  which  said  estate,  I  apprehend,  has 
not  been  sold.  The  debts  I  now  justly  owe  amount  to 
about  700/." 

It  was  proved  that,  in  Febrmry  1804,  while  HUl 

continued  to  bank  with  John  WttcocJcs  and  Co.,  his 

account  with  that  firm  was  made  out,  and  transmitted 

8C  2  to 
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1834.        to  his  brother,  William  Western  Hillf  in  a  letter  signed 
• ill  the  name  of  the  firm,  which  was  as  follows :  — 

Dot  dem. 

SwKrrLAMO  ^^  Sir, 

IVxMXft.  "  Mr.  Pidslcy  this  day  informed  us  that  you  will 

pay  us  the  amount  of  money  that  we  have  advanced 
your  brother  Jo/iw,  if  we  will  omit  selling  Langfai'd^ 
but  that  you  cannot  engage  to  pay  it  in  less  than  three 
months.  We  understand  three  months  from  the  date 
of  the  notice  we  gave  him.  The  present  is  to  inform 
you  that  we  are  willing  to  oblige  you,  provided  you 
pay  us  100/.  towards  the  said  debt,  on  or  before  the 
24th  instant. — We  are,"  &c. 

^*  P.  S.  The  balance  due  to  us,  with  interest  up  to  the 
S4th  of  December^  902/.  85.  Si.,  as  per  account  delivered 
to  Mr.  HtUr 

W.  W.  Hillf  who  produced  this  letter,  said  he  had  no 
doubt  he  saw  his  brotRer,  but  would  not  say  that  he  had 
communicated  the  letter  or  the  state  of  the  account  to 
him ;  he  stated,  however,  that  he  did  himself  offer  to 
the  bank  to  pay  off  the  demand  by  instalments,  and  that 
he  paid  100/.  of  the  mortgage  debt. 

It  was  objected  at  the  trial  that  the  declarations  of  Join 
Hill  made  after  the  execution  of  the  marriage  settlement, 
his  examination,  the  letter  of  the  bankers  to  W.  W.  Hill, 
and  the  proposal  of  W.  W*  Hill  to  them,  were  not  ad- 
missible as  evidence  against  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff, 
to  prove  the  existence  of  a  debt  from  John  Hill  to  John 
WilcociL 

John  Hill  died  in  1817,  leaving  the  said  Charity  Hittj 
one  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  him  surviving.  Ann 
fF<?s/«7/,  the  tenant  for  life,  died  on  the  8th  of  June  1831. 
The  defendant  Webber  was  tenant  to  a  party  claiming 
under  the  mortgage  of  Febmary  5th,  1803. 

The 
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The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were,  firsti        1834. 

whether  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  claiming  under  the       ' 

settlement  of  the  21st  of  May  1798,  were,  on  the  facts  Swuetlavo 
above  stated,  entitled  to  recover.  Secondly,  whether  Wnsx«. 
the  evidence  objected  to  was  admissible,  and  whether 
there  was  legal  evidence  of  any  debt  being  due  from 
John  Hill  to  John  Wilcocks  under  the  mortgage  of  the 
5lh  of  February  1803,  or  of  there  being  any  valuable 
consideration  for  that  deed.  A  verdict  was  to  be  en- 
tered for  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  or  the  verdict  for 
the  defendant  to  stand,  accordingly. 

Follett  for  the  plaintiff.  It  is  admitted  that  a  mortr- 
gagee  advancing  money  is  pro  tanto  a  purchaser  for  a 
valuable  consideration.  But  here  there  is  no  proof  of 
the  advance  of  money.  The  statement  of  the  consider- 
ation in  the  mortgage  deed  of  1803  cannot  be  re- 
ceived as  evidence  of  that  fact;  and,  if  admissible,  it 
would  not  shew  the  fact.  For  it  is  to  the  effect  only 
that  monies  are  to  be  afterwards  advanced.  Again,  the 
admission  made  by  John  Hillj  after  the  conveyance,  is 
not  evidence  to  shew  the  fact  of  valuable  consideration 
having  passed:  a  party  cannot,  by  admission,  make 
good  a  conveyance,  so  as  to  defeat  a  settlement  by 
which,  antecedently  to  the  admission,  his  interest  has 
passed.  Had  the  admission  been  made  before  the 
settlement,  the  lessors  of  the  plaintifi^  as  they  claim 
under  John  Hillf  might  be  bound  by  it;  but  such  a 
declaration,  made  after  his  interest  is  gone,  has  no 
longer  the  character  of  an  admission.  Thus,  a  declar- 
ation of  a  party  to  a  bill  of  exchange,  made  after  pass- 
ing the  bill,  is  not  receivable  as  an  admission  to  defeat 
it ;  this  was  the  opinion  of  the  Courts  both  of  King's 
3  C  3  Bench 
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1894.       Bench  and  Ck>niinon  Pleas,  though  there  appears  some 

'        difference  of  opinion  as  to  the  admission  of  a  party 

8wBiTi.Ain>     made  while  holding,  [a)    The  notice  from  Wilcocks  is 

WstuB.      insisted  upon  as  proof  of  a  claim  acquiesced  in  by  John 

Hills  but  such  acquiescence  must  stand  on  the  same 

fix>ting  as  the  admission.     The  same  may  be  said  of 

John  HilPs  examination  under  the  commission;   and 

the  letter  to    W.  W.  Hill  would  carry  the  matter  no 

further,  even  if  the  knowledge  of  it  were  brought  home 

to  John  Hill. 

Crcnjoder  contra.  The  objection  to  the  verdict  is,  tliat 
the  declarations  or  admissions  of  Hill  are  not  evidence, 
by  reason  of  his  having  executed  the  conveyance  of  1798. 
According  to  the  same  argument,  if  followed  up^  the 
deed  which  he  executed  afterwards  (in  1803}  would  be 
no  evidence  at  all  for  the  party  to  whom  the  conveyance 
in  that  deed  was  made,  and  the  statute  27  Eliz.  c.  4., 
would  be  so  far  nullified.  The  ground  on  which  a  vo- 
luntary conveyance  has  been  held  void  by  the  statute  as 
against  a  purchaser  for  value,  even  with  notice,  is,  that 
such  conveyance  is  considered  to  be  fraudulent;  and  if 
the  conveyance  was  a  fraud  upon  a  bond  fide  purchaser, 
can  it  be  said  that  any  thing  subsequently  done  or  stated 
by  the  party  committing  such  fraud  shall  not  be  evi- 
dence in  the  purchaser's  favour  ?  The  case  is  different 
from  that  of  a  party  to  a  bill  of  exchange,  whose  interest 
is  gone,  because  there  no  fraud  is  imputed.  ILittledale  J. 
The  fraud  here  is  only  such  in  a  legal  point  of  view^ 

(a)  See  Pocock  t.  BUUngSf  JZ.  j-  AT.  1 27.,  S  Bing.  269.  Skaw  T.  Broome, 
in  note  to  Smith  ▼.  De  Wruitx,  R.  ^  M.  213.  S.  C  4  2).  4^  M.  75a 
Soroush  ?.  JThiie,  4B'4;  Or*  525.  See  p.  II6.9  ante,  in  IToolwa^  f. 
Mowc. 

as 
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as  against  creditors  or  subsequent  purchasers.    Lord       1834. 
Denman  C.  J.     The  settlement  may  be  fraudulent  or 

Dot  dem. 

may  not;  can  the  declarations  of  the  settlor,  after  he  Swextlaitd 
had  parted  with  his  interest,  be  received  to  shew  what  Wxunuu 
the  character  of  the  settlement  was  ?]  If  he  received 
Inoney  in  consideration  of  the  second  conveyance,  the  first 
is  bad  as  against  the  subsequent  purchaser.  Proof  that 
the  conveyance  of  1803  was  made  for  value,  would  shew 
that  HiWs  interest  in  the  property  was  not  divested  by 
the  settlement  of  1798.  If  his  act  or  admission  is  not 
evidence  to  shew  that  he  did  receive  value^  neither  is  it 
evidence  to  shew  that  he  executed  the  latter  conveyance 
at  all ;  and  then  the  first  is  not  shaken.  [Lord  Deii" 
man  C.  J.  The  act  of  executing  the  conveyance  is  evi- 
dence, but  declarations  made  by  the  party  after  having 
(as  &r  as  appears  in  proof)  passed  away  his  interest 
by  the  settlement,  stand  on  a  very  different  ground.] 
They  are  part  of  the  res  gestae,  and  are  to  be  con- 
sidered, not  as  mere  statements  by  Hilly  but  as  a  part  of 
his  conduct  through  the  transaction.  Even  his  execu- 
tion of  the  deed  is  only  one  of  the  acts  which  form  that 
course  of  conduct,  and  which  must  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration, though  operating  in  derogation  of  his  own 
former  deed.  The  facts  clearly  lead  to  the  inference 
that  value  was  received  for  the  conveyance  in  1803. 
(He  then  proceeded  to  observe  upon  the  facts  stated 
in  the  case.)  The  declarations  of  Hill  are  those  of  a 
person  tmaffected  by  any  view  of  advantage'  in  making 
them.  It  may  be  said,  that  by  avoiding  the  settlement 
his  estate  (subject  to  the  mortgage)  was  enlarged ;  but 
the  settlement  would  at  all  events  be  good,  except  against 
a  bon&  fide  purchaser.  His  advantage  would  have  lain 
3  C  4  (if 
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1884f*       (if  on  either  side)  in  denying  the  receipt  of  any  money 
""""*       from  Wikoch. 

Dos  dem. 
SwxtTLAyo 

Wmu.  Lord  Denman  C.  J.    I  think  it  is  clear  that  there  was 

no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jary,  of  any  advance  of  money 
to  John  Hill  by  Wilcocks  the  mortgagee.  The  settlement 
of  1798  was  good,  unless  shewn  to  be  void  under  the 
statute  27  Elixn  c.  4,  and  that  could  only  be  by  legitimate 
proof  that,  on  the  subsequent  conveyance^  the  purchaser 
actually  advanced  the  money.  The  proof  here  given 
amounts  at  most  only  to  declarations  by  HiU  that  he 
had  received  money  from  Wilcocks.  But  it  is  clear  that 
a  person  who  has  parted  with  his  interest  in  property  is 
not  to  divest  the  right  of  another  claiming  under  him 
by  any  statement  which  he  may  choose  to  make.  The 
payment  made  by  the  brother  does  certainly  give  to 
what  passed  the  appearance  of  a  bona  fide  transaction ; 
but  even  this  it  would  be  dangerous  to  rely  upon ;  and 
it  could  be  evidence  only  by  reference  to  the  conduct  of 
HiU  himself,  and  that  not  a  part  of  his  conduct  imme* 
diately  connected  with  a  receipt  of  money  from  the 
mortgagee.  Mr.  Crtrnder  is  obliged  to  contend  that  the 
declarations  of  IKU  are  admissible,  as  being  those  of  a 
disinterested  party ;  but  I  know  of  no  case  which  sup- 
ports such  a  principle,  and  it  would  go  very  far  towards 
removing  the  necessity  of  evidence  being  given  on  oath. 
Mere  want  of  interest,  not  coupled  with  other  circum- 
stances, has  never,  as  far  as  I  know,  been  held  aground 
for  admitting  declarations  as  evidence ;  nor,  if  it  were  so, 
is  it  clear  that  the  party  making  these  declarations  was 
without  interest  in  their  result. 

LiTTLC* 
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LiTiXEDALE  J.    The  evidence  in  question  might  have       1&S4« 
been  good  as  against  HiU  himself  but  cannot  be  admit-      J    ~ 
ted  to  affect  the  interest  of  third  persons  under  this  set-     SwxtTLAxi» 
tlement     For  that  purpose,  there  should  have  been      W«xu«. 
proofs  of  an  actual  advance  of  money  by  the  mortgagee  to 
HiU.    The  payment  by  the  brother,  and  the  other  facts 
proved  as  to  him,  amount  to  nothbg  more,  ultimately, 
than  evidence  of  HilPs  declarations.    It  does  not  follow 
from  the  payment  of  100/.  that  any  further  sum  had  ever 
been  advanced ;  and  if  the  only  sum  ever  advanced  was 
paid  off,  the  mortgagee  would  no  longer  stand  in  the 
situation  of  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration,  as 
against  whom  a  prior  voluntary  settlement  would  be 
void. 

Taunton  J.  The  defendant's  case  rests,  not  upon 
plain  straightforward  evidence  of  money  having  been 
advanced  upon  the  mortgage,  but  on  declarations  made 
by  a  husband  after  executing  a  marriage  settlement,  and 
adduced  for  the  purpose  of  cutting  down  the  right  ac* 
quired  under  that  settlement,  in  favour  of  the  person 
whom  he  now  treats  as  a  mortgagee  for  value.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  he,  having  parted  with  his  interest  by  the 
setdement,  was  not  competent  to  cut  down  that  settle- 
ment by  his  declarations  afterwards  made.  It  is  not  for 
us  to  decide  what  should  have  been  the  effect  of  the 
evidence  if  admitted ;  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that,  as  the 
case  stands,  there  is  no  proof,  satisfactory  to  my  mind, 
of  a  debt  due  to  Wilcocks^  or  of  any  value  given  for  the 
mortgage.  Whether  a  jury  would  have  tliought  other- 
wise it  is  not  necessary  to  consider. 


W^JL- 


74« 


CASES  IK  TRINITY  TERM 


1884. 

Dob  dem. 

SifXBTLAKO 


YfMMMO. 


Williams  J.  I  agree  in  thinking  that  there  is  not 
evidence  enough  to  prove  that  Wilcocks  was  a  purchaser 
for  value.  Whether,  after  rejecting  the  evidence  which 
was  inadmissible,  the  remnant  left  would  have  been 
sufficient  to  satisfy  a  jury,  it  is  not  for  us  to  say.  It 
appears  to  me  that  the  declarations  of  HiU  were  clearly 
not  receivable.  Some  of  them  were  made  on  his  examin- 
ation before  the  commissioners;  but  I  am  not  aware 
that  they  are,  on  that  account,  dbtinguishable  from  the 
rest  Then,  if  we  reject  these  declarations,  the  solitary 
fact  which  remains,  of  100/.  having  been  paid  to  Wilcoch 
on  account  of  Hill^  is  not,  I  think,  sufficient  legal  evi« 
dence  of  the  debt  insisted  upon,  to  support  this  mort* 
gage  against  the  previous  settlement 

Judgment  for  the  Plaintiff. 


June  9th« 


Wylde  and  Another  against  Porteiu 


A  joint  and        A  SSUMPSIT  by  the  plaintiffs  as  payees  of  a  joint  and 

several promia*    JLJL  *^   y  •» 

Bory  note  was  several  promissory  note  made  by  the  defendant,  and 

signed  by  &,       - 

and  aaerwaids    by  John  Hoskifis  Shearman^  Tkonuis  Shearman^  and  James 

dmwtytors.   Wlieeler,     Pleas:    First,  non-assumpsit;   secondly,  the 

There  was  a 

subicribing 

witness  to  S**B 

signature. 

Defendant 

being  sued 

(alone)  on  the 

note,  pleaded 

the  statute  of 

limitations;  i  ,  «» 

and  at  the  trial   case  out  of  the  Statute,   the  plaintiffs  proved  that  a 

it  was  proved, 

to  take  the  case 

out  of  the  statute*  that  a  person  named  i^.  had  made  payments  on  the  note.    Evldftnee,  but 

not  that  of  the  subscribing  witness,  wss  offered  to  shew  that  the  name  S,  on  the  note  was 

the  hand-writing  of  the  party  who  made  the  payments : 

Held,  that  this  could  not  be  proved  without  exiling  the  subscribing  witneai^  and  that 
without  roch  proof  there  was  no  prima  facie  case  in  answer  to  tha  plaa. 

person 


statute  of  limitations.  On  the  trial  before  Littledale  J. 
at  the  last  Nottingham  Lent  assizes,  the  making  of  the 
note  by  the  defendant  was  proved,  and  the  only  question 
arose  upon  the  statute.  The  note  was  dated  12th 
Jtdy  1824f,  and  was  payable  on  demand.     To  take  the 
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person  named  Thomas  Shearman  had  paid  a  part  of  the        1834. 


Wtldk 


principal  and  interest  due  on  the  note,  \vithin  six  years 
of  the  commencement  of  the  action.  The  plaintiffs'  agahui 
counsel  then  proposed  to  prove  that  the  signature  of 
Thomas  Shearman  to  the  note  was  in  the  handwriting  of 
the  person  who  had  made  the  payment ;  to  which  the 
defendant's  counsel  objected,  as  there  was  a  subscribing 
witness  to  Thomas  Shearman*^  signature  of  the  note^  who 
was  not  called.  To  meet  this  objection,  it  was  proved 
that  the  signature  *'  Thomas  Shearmari^  was  on  the  note 
before  the  defendant  signed  it;  and  that  the  defendant 
and  Wheeler  had  executed  the  note  as  sureties  to  the 
two  ShearmanSi  whose  names  were  on  the  note.  The 
learned  Judge  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  evidence 
did  not  shew,  prirn^  facie,  that  the  payment  had  been 
made  by  a  party  to  the  note ;  but  he  directed  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiffs,  giving  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  non- 
suit N.  R.  Clarke  obtained  a  rule  acccordingly  in 
Easter  term  last. 

Whitehw'st  now  shewed  cause.  The  defendant  is  not 
entitled  to  dispute  the  fact  that  Thomas  Shearman  was  a 
party  to  the  note ;  and  then  the  case  is  within  the  prin- 
ciple of  Whitcomb  v.  Whiting  {a)  and  other  decisions  of 
the  same  class.  The  defendant,  having  signed  the  note  as 
surety,  has,  in  effect,  subscribed  his  name  to  a  represen- 
tation that  Thomas  Shearman  was  indebted ;  he  is  there- 
fore estopped  from  disputing  \hvX  Shearman  was  indebted, 
or  that  he  might  act  (as  by  making  payments)  in  respect 
of  the  note.  And  his  signature,  following  that  of 
Thomas  Shearman^  is  equivalent  to  a  representation  that 

(d)  1  Doug.  652.    See  ilMi  V.  FeUet,  aiitd»  196* 

the 


1834. 

Wyldk 

agaitut 
Po»TU- 
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the  latter  is  genuine.  If  the  facts  do  not  amount  to  an 
estoppeli  they  are  at  least  conclusive  evidence  against 
the  defendant. 

The  Court  (a),  stopping  N.  R.  Clarke,  who  was  to 
have  supported  the  rule,  made  it 

Absolute. 

(a)  Lord  Dentnan  C.  J.,  Liitledale,  Tauntotia  and  WUUam$  Ji. 


lionday, 
Jun$  9U]. 


The  King  againstlhe  Inhabitants  of  the  Town- 
ships of  BONDGATE  in  AUCKLAND,   NeWGATK 

in  Auckland,  and  the  Borough  of  Auck- 

LAND. 


Tbe  rated  in- 
habiUDU  of  a 
district  indicted 
for  non-repair 
of  a  bighwaj, 
are  not  ren- 
dered com- 
petent wit- 
nesses for  the 
defence  by 
■tat.  54  G.  5. 
c.  ITO.  «.  9. 
An  indict- 
ment charged 


TNDICTMENT  for  non-repair  of  a  highway.  The 
indictment  averred,  that  from  time  whereof  &c., 
there  was  and  yet  is  a  certain  common  &c  highway  in 
the  town  of  Bishop  Aiicklandf  in  the  parish  of  St.  An- 
diem  Aucklandf  called  The  Market  Placet  used  for  all 
&c.  to  go  &c.  into  and  from  several  other  common  &c. 
highways,  in  the  town  of  Bishop  Auckland  aforesaid,  in 
the  parish  of  St*  Andrew  Auckland  aforesaid  (which 
habitanuof  the  last*mentioned  highways  were  named  in  the  indictment, 
Sondg^^'m  but  not  Set  out  by  termini) ;  and  that  certain  parts  of 
^^te'in  ^^^  ^^^  highway  called  &c,  situate  in  die  town  Sec, 
Ibr^rou'gh^of  ^"  ^^®  P^"^^^^  ^^'*  (^  before)  that  is  to  say,  (the  indict- 
jfueUand,  in      jjjjgjjj  j|jgj|  ggj.  qu|.  several  parts  by  their  termini  and 

the  parish  of  i  ^ 

St*  Andrew 

Auckland, 

were  immemorially  liable  to  repair  a  highway  in  the  town  of  Bishop  Auckland,  in  tbe 

parish  of  SL  Andreto  Auckland,  and  no  consideration  was  laid :  Held  b«d»  in  arrest  of 

judgment,  as  not  shewing  that  the  highway  was  within  the  defendants'  district: 

Held,  to  be  no  objection,  that  Uie  inhabitants  of  tha  three  townships  were  charged 
ponjoinUy* 

situations 
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situation,  all  the  termini,  as  well  as  the  several  parts 
themselves,  being  laid  to  be  in  the  town  of  Bishop 
Auckland^  in  the  parish  oiSt,  Andrew  Aucldand)  on  &c., 
and  continually  afterwards  until  &c.,  in  the  town  of 
Bishop  Auckland  aforesaid,  in  the  parish  of  St,  Andrew 
Auckland  aforesaid,  were  ruinous  &c.  for  want  &c. ; 
and  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  townships  of  Bondgate 
in  Auckland^  Newgate  in  Auckland,  and  the  borough  of 
Auckland,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew  Auckland  afore- 
said, from  time  whereof  &c.,  had  repaired  &c.,  and 
still  ought  &c. ;  and  that  the  said  inhabitants  had  not 
yet  repaired  the  same.  On  the  trial  before  Alderson  J., 
at  the  last  Spring  assizes  for  Durham  {a),  the  defendants 
called  as  witnesses  certain  rated  inhabitants  of  the 
several  townships,  who  were  objected  to  as  incom- 
petent by  reason  of  interest:  and  the  learned  Judge 
held  their  evidence  to  be  inadmissible.  A  verdict  of 
guilty  was  found. 


18S4. 


The  Kino 
againti 
The  Inhabit- 
ants of 
Bishop 

Auckland. 


Alexander  moved,  in  Easter  term  last  {April  15th)  (a), 
for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  new  trial  should  not  be 
had,  on  the  ground  of  the  rejection  of  the  evidence,  or 
why  judgment  should  not  be  arrested.  With  respect  to 
the  evidence,  the  stat  54  G.  S.  c.  170.  s.  9.  provides  that 
no  inhabitant,  or  person  rated  or  liable  to  be  rated  to 
any  rates  or  cesses  of  any  district,  parish,  township,  or 
hamlet,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be,  by  reason 
thereof,  an  incompetent  witness  for  or  against  such  dis- 
trict, parish,  township,  or  hamlet,  in  any  matter  relating 
to  such  rates  or  cesses,  or  to  the  boundary  between  such 


(a)  See  SU  C.  at  N.  P.  I  M,  4;  R(A.  S87.  note  (d). 

(6)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Parke,  LUUtdale,  nod  Pattaon  Js. 

district, 
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district,  parish^  township,  or  hamlet  and  any  adjoining 
district,  parish,  township,  or  hamlet.  In  Marsden  v. 
Stansfield{a\  it  was  held  that  an  occupant  of  rateable 
property  within  a  chapelry  was  a  competent  witness  to 
prove  the  affirmative  of  an  issue  whether  a  particular 
messuage  was  within  the  chapelry ;  and  Bayley  J.  then 
put  the  decision,  not  merely  upon  the  gi  ound  of  its  not 
being  distinctly  shewn  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the  balance 
of  advantage  and  disadvantage^  was  interested  to  estab- 
lish the  affirmative,  but  also  on  the  ground  that  the 
statute  was  applicable^  the  question  relating  to  the  rates 
and  cesses  of  the  district,  and  to  the  boundaiy  between 
it  and  the  adjoining  district.  That  applies  to  the 
present  case;  and  the  interest  here  is  not  stronger 
than  it  was  in  Marsden  Vt  Stansfield  {a).  In  Bes  v« 
Hayman  {li)  and  Heudebourck  v.  Langton  (c),  rated  inha- 
bitants were  admitted  as  witnesses,  on  questions  relating 
to  the  highways,  who  were  as  much  interested  in  the 
event  as  the  witnesses  here  rejected.  It  is  true  that,  in 
Oxenden  v.  Palmer  {d\  a  rate  payer  within  a  parish  was 
held  incompetent  to  prove  the  affirmative  of  an  issue 
whether  there  was  a  custom  in  that  parish  that  persons, 
whose  duty  it  was  to  amend  the  highways  in  the  parish, 
should  have  the  right  of  taking  certain  materials  from 
a  close  of  the  plaintiff.  But  Lord  Tenterden^s  judgment 
there  turned  on  the  particular  nature  of  the  question,  as 
not  appearing  properly  and  strictly  to  relate  to  rates  or 
cesses  of  the  parish.  [Parke  J*  The  language  of  that 
judgment  appears  to  me  to  be  applicable  to  the  present 
case.]    Then  as  to  the  indictment.    First,  it  does  not 

(a)  t  S.^a  815.  (6)  \M.iM.  401. 

(c)  \M.iM.  402.  note  (6).    S.  C,  not  S*  P.>  10  B,  f  C  54^. 

(d)  2B.i;Jd.SS€. 

shew 
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shew  that  the  highways  are  within  the  townships  in- 
dicted, but  only  that  they  are  within  the  town  o(  Bishop 
Auckland  in  the  parish  of  Si*  Andrew  Auckland.  That 
being  so^  the  indictment  is  bad  for  want  of  alleging  a 
consideration  for  the  duty  to  be  thrown  on  the  defend- 
ants; Bex  y.  St.  GileSj  Cambridge  {a).  That  case  was 
recognized  as  law  in  Bex  y.  Ecclesfield  {b)  (where  it  was 
held  that  a  consideration  need  not  be  shewn  for  a  cus- 
tom that  the  inhabitants  of  a  district  in  a  parish  should 
repair  all  roads  in  that  district)^  and  in  Bex  v.  flfa- 
chytdleth  {c)f  which  is  a  case  closely  resembling  the 
present.  Secondly,  the  indictment  is  bad,  for  charging 
three  townships  conjointly;  since,  if  all  be  liable^  it  is 
the  separate  neglect  of  each.  This  objection  was  taken, 
but  was  not  determined  upon,  in  Bex  v.  Machynlleth  (c). 
ILittledaU  J.  I  cannot  see  that  there  is  any  thing  in 
this  last  objection.  —  Lord  Denrnan  C,  J.  We  will  con- 
sider of  the  other  objections.] 

Cur*  adv.  vuU. 


1834. 

againtt 

The  Inbabii- 

ftntsof 

Bishop 


In  the  same  term  {April  17th),  the  Court  refused  the 
rule  for  a  new  trial,  and  granted  a  rule  nisi  for  arresting 
the  judgment  on  the  first  objection  to  the  indictment. 


CresffooeU  now  shewed  cause.  After  verdict,  the 
Court  will  support  the  judgment,  unless  it  clearly  ap- 
pear that  the  defendants  could  not  be  liable.  The  juiy 
must  have  been  satisfied  with  the  proof  of  the  liability : 
the  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  admits  that  all  was 
proved  which  could  be  proved  on  the  issue  joined ;  and 
this  is  the  principle  upon  which  the  Courts  always 
refuse  an  application  for  a  new  trial  after  a  motion  in 

(»)  IB.4[M.HB. 


(a)  SM.iS.26(k 


arrest 
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arrest  of  judgment  has  been  disposed  of.  In  the  pre- 
sent casei  enough .  appears  to  support  the  judgment. 
The  argument  on  the  other  side  must  assume  that  the 
town  of  Bishop  Auckland  cannot  possibly  be  identical 
with  the  district  consisting  of  the  townships  of  Bondgale 
in  Auckland^  Newgate  in  Auckland^  and  the  borough  of 
Auckland.  Bex  ▼•  Gamlingay  (a),  which  may  appear  to 
be  in  favour  of  the  defendants,  is  much  shaken  by  what 
fell  from  the  Court  in  Bex  v.  Knight  (J).  Bex  v.  Mr- 
chynlleth{c)  differed  from  this  case:  there  a  bridge  was 
laid  to  be  within  two  parishes,  Pennegoes  and  Macht/U' 
llethf  and  an  immemorial  liability,  ratione  tenurs,  was 
laid  in  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  of  Pennegoes  and  the 
inhabitants  of  the  town  of  Machynlleth ;  and  it  was  not 
alleged  that  the  bridge  was  in  the  town  of  Machynlleth^ 
nor  that  either  of  the  parishes  was  in  the  town,  or  the  town 
in  either  of  the  parishes.  Here  the  highway  is  alleged  to 
be  in  the  town  of  Bishop  Auckland^  in  the  parish  of  St. 
Andrew  AucJclandj  and  the  townships  are  alleged  to  be 
in  the  same  parish.  Now,  the  township  of  the  borough 
of  Auckland  may  be  considered  identical  with  the  town, 
for  every  borough  is  a  town,  though  every  town  is  not 
a  borough,  the  town  being  the  genus,  and  the  borough 
the  species;  Lit.  s.  171.,  Co.  Lit.  115.  h.  ILittlC' 
dale  J.  But  how  can  we  say  that  Auckland  and  Bishop 
Auckland  are  the  same?  Are  Wearmouth  and  Bisfiop 
Wearmouth  the  same?(d)]  Still  this  indictment  may 
be  supported  after  verdict.  The  highway  appears  to  be 
in  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew  Auckland.  Now  there  is 
nothing  to  prevent  the  Court  from  assuming  that  the 
three  townships  make  up   the  whole  parish.     **  If  a 

(6)  7P.  *a415. 


(o)  3  T,  JR.  513. 

(c)  2  ^.  *  C.  166. 

(d)  See  jR^ap  T.  Bishop  Wewrmouth,  5S.4;  M.  942. 


matter 
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matter  be  alleged  in  parocki&j  it  shall  be  intended  in 
law,  that  it  containeth  no  more  towns  than  one,  unless 
the  party  doth  shew  the  contrary ;"  Co.  Lit.  125.  b.  On 
the  same  principle,  the  three  townships,  which  alone  are 
here  mentioned,  shall  be  intended  to  be  the  only  town- 
ships in  the  parish.  [^Littledale  J.  Even  if  Lord  Coke 
be  right,  where  only  one  town  is  in  question,  you 
get  at  large  as  soon  as  you  come  to  the  plural  number.] 
It  is  a  common  form  to  allege  that  there-  are  many 
vills,  each  of  which  repairs  its  own  roads.  If  thb  indict- 
ment had  alleged  that  there  were  many  townships,  and 
that  three  repaired  their  own  roads,  it  might  have  been 
bad ;  but  here  only  three  are  mentioned.  Suppose  the 
allegation  of  the  immemorial  liability  were  struck  out ; 
it  is  clear,  from  Lord  Cok^s  authority,  that  this  would 
be  understood  to  be  a  liability  charged  on  the  whole 
parish. 
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Alexander  and  W.  if.  Watson^  in  support  of  the  rule, 
were  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Demman  C.  J.  It  is  impossible  not  to  see  that 
the  indictment,  here,  was  intended  to  charge  a  liability, 
which  was  not  to  be  the  ordinary  one.  The  Court  can 
decide  nothing  by  way  of  inference. 

LiTrLEDALE,  Taunton,  and  Williams  Js.  con- 
curred. 

Rule  absolute. 


VouL 
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Doe  on  the  joint  Detnide  of  Barbara  Poolb 
and  Elizabeth  Poole  against  Errington. 


A  eount  in 
•jectmeot,  lay- 
ing a  joint 
demise  by  two, 
h  not  supported 
by  proTiDg  the 
two  to  be 
enutled  as 
tenants  in 
eommoii. 

The  Judge 
ct  nisi  prius 
baving  rrfosed, 
on  tbu  objec- 
tion being 
taken,  to  amend 
the  record  by 
aJuring  ttie  de- 
mise, and  the 
plaintiff  bating 
thereupon  been 
nonsuited,  this 
Court  would 
not  allow  the 
ptopriety  of 
the  refusal  to 
be  discussed 
in  bank. 


"F  JECTMENT  for  lands  in  Northmberlani.  The 
declaration  was  on  a  joint  demise  by  Barbara  Poole 
and  Elizabeth  Poole.  On  the  trial  before  Tamtm  J.  at 
the  last  Spring  assizes  for  Northumberland^  the  plaintiffii 
claimed  as  devisees  under  the  will  of  William  Ord^  by 
which  .the  lands  in  question  were  gi^en,  devised,  limited, 
bequeathed,  and  appointed  *^  unto  and  to  the  use  of 
my  dear  wife  Elizabeth  Ord  for  and  during  the  term  of 
her  natural  life ;  and  from  and  after  her  decease,  unto  and 
for  the  use  of  my  nieces  Barbara  Poole  and  Elizabeth 
Poole,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs, for  ever,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint 
tenants/'  Elizabeth  Ord  died  before  this  action  was 
brought*  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  urged  that  the 
plaintiff  must  be  non-suited,  on  the  ground  that  tenants 
in  common  could  not  join  in  a  demise  ki  ejectment. 
The  counsel  for  the  defendant  applied  to  the  learned 
Judge  to  have  the  record  amended,  by  inserting  several 
demises,  or  striking  out  the  name  of  one  of  the  lessors ; 
but  his  lordship  refused  to  amend,  saying  that  he  con- 
sidered that  the  nature  of  the  lessors'  title  was  a  question 
affecting  the  merits  of  the  case :  and  the  plaintiff  was 
nonsuited,  (a)  In  Hilary  term  last,  Coltman  obtained  a 

(a)  See  the  case  at  N.  P.  in  1  Mo.  i  Rob.  543.  Upon  caoae  bcinf 
shewn  against  the  present  nile.  Lord  Venman  C  J.  intiiBated  that  the 
refusal  of  the  learned  Judge,  at  nisi  prina,  to  amend,  waa  not  to  be  made 
the  subject  of  discusaion  in  bank. 

rale 
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rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  nonsuit  should  not  be  set        1884. 
aside,  and  a  new  trial  had.  ^     ^ 

Doi  dem. 
Pools 

tuuoiiut 

Cresswell  (with  whom  were  Alexander  and  fV.  H.  £&eznotov* 
Watson)  now  shewed  cause.  Tenants  in  common  cannot 
join  in  a  demise  in  ejectment.  They  hold  by  several 
titles,  and  not  a  joint  title;  Littleton^  s.  292. ;  or,  as  it  is 
expressed  by  Lord  Cokej  by  one  title  and  by  several 
rights ;  Co.  Lif.  189.  a.  (a).  Now,  the  nominal  plaintiff  in 
ejectment  recovers  upon  the  title  or  right  of  the  party 
making  the  fictitious  demise ;  therefore,  if  that  party  do 
not  possess  the  title  and  right,  the  plaintiff  cannot  re« 
cover  at  all.  Here  no  such  title  exists,  as  that  o£ Barbara 
Poole  and  Elizabeth  Poole.  Supposing  the  plaintiff  to 
obtain  a  verdict  here,  what  title  will  be  establbhed? 
what  will  be  the  interest  in  virtue  of  which  the  sheriff 
will  execute  the  judgment?  Joint  tenants,  having  a 
single  title,  join  in  the  demise  in  ejectment,  and  the 
judgment  is  in  favour  of  the  single  title.  So  parceners 
may  join ;  because  any  number  of  parceners  constitute 
a  single  heir.  This  shews  why,  if  two  tenants  in 
common  be  ^isseised,  **  tliey  must  have  two  assises^ 
and  not  one  assise;  for  each  of  them  ought  to  have 
one  assise  of  his  moiety,  &c.  And  the  reason  is,  for 
that  the  tenants  in  common  were  seised,  &c.  by  several 
titles.  But  otherwise  it  is  of  joint  tenants ;  for  if  twenty 
joint-tenants  be,  and  they  be  disseised,  they  shall  have 
in  all  their  names  but  one  assise,   because  they  have 

(a)  This  expression  appesn  to  refer  to  a  case  where  pnties  hold  by 
indqiendent  rights,  originating  in  the  same  title*  as  in  the  present  case* 
Such  independent  rights  would,  of  course,  be  subject  to  the  same  argu- 
ments aa  the  independent  tides  of  any  other  tenants  in  common.  Lord 
CMe  gpcs  on  to  say»  that  *<  joint  tenants  hsTe  cne  Joint /reeholdf  an4 
tenants  in  common  have  several  freeholds." 

SD  2  not 
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1 834.  not  but  one  joint  title  f  Litt.  5. 3 1 1.  So  tenants  in  com- 
J  ~  mon  must  distrain  separately  for  rent  &c.  reserved,  if 
PooLi  the  thing  reserved  be  capable  of  division  (a) :  for  each 
£&mtMOTov.  tenant  in  common  has  a  distinct  reversion.  If  it  be  urged 
that  tenants  in  common  may  join  in  a  real  lease,  and 
that  they  may  therefore  be  alleged  to  join  in  a  fictitious 
jdemise,  the  answer  is,  that  parties  with  different  tides 
may  join  in  a  real  lease,  but  that  these  titles  do  not,  in 
themselves,  constitute  a  single  title  to  land.  In  Btd- 
let's  Nisi  PriuSi  B.  3.  c.  2.  p.  107.,  the  same  doctrine  is 
expressly  laid  down;  Moore  v.  Fursden{b)  is  to  the 
same  effect ;  and  so  are  the  opinions  of  three  Justices  of 
the  King's  Bench  against  one,  in  Mantle  v.  WoUing^ 
ton  (c) ;  and  the  same  principle  is  recognised  in  Morris  v. 
Barry  {d).  One  tenant  in  common  might  prove  a  good 
title;  the  other  might  fail.  Neither  could  demise  an 
entirety.  In  Boner  v.  Juner  {e\  it  was  held  at  nisi 
prius,  by  Holt  C.  J.,  that  coparceners  might  join  in  eject- 
ment: that  rests  on  the  ground  before  shewn.  In  Boe 
dem.  Baper  v.  Lonsdale  (^),  one  of  several  joint  tenants 
recovered  on  his  single  demise :  that  was  decided  on  the 
ground  that  the  demise  was  a  severance  of  the  joint 
tenancy.  Upon  the  same  principle,  it  was  held,  in  Doe 
dem.  Marsack  v.  Reed  (A),  that  the  plaintiff  might  re- 
cover on  the  several  dembes  of  two  joint  tenants.  In 

(a)  See  Co,  LUt,  197.  a,  6.,  Ul  s.  517.»  and  Lord  Coke  there,  Co.  IM. 
198. 6. ;  Harmon  ▼.  JBambjf,  5  T,  R,  246.  Cootri,  as  to  distrea  damage 
foant,  CuUey  ▼.  Spearman,  2  If.  BL  386.,  OTerruling  WiBa  T.  Fletcher, 
Cro.  EOx.  5S0. 

(6)  1  Show.  342. ;  and  aee  Heatheriey  dem.  IFonhmgion  t.  Western, 
2  H^au  232. 

(c)  Cro.  Jac.  166.  (d)  1  WUs.  1. 

(e)  1  Ld.  Raym.  726.  (jg)  12  EaU,  39. 

(A)   12  Eatt,  57. 

that 


IK  THE  Fourth  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  ''^S 

that  case  Sir  Vicary  Gibbsj  then  attorney-general,  said,        1SS4. 
as  amicus  curi8B>  that  "  the  rule  was  formerly  considered      poxdem. 
to  be,  though  he  had  never  heard  any  reason  assigned        I^oolx 
for  it,  that  in  laying  demises  in  ejectment,  tenants  in     E&uvgtov. 
common  must  sever,  joint  tenants  must  join,  and  parce- 
ners might  either  join  or  sever.     But  if  joint  tenants 
might  sever,  it  seemed  difficult  to  say  why  tenants  in 
common  might  not  join,  as  each  might  still  be  taken  to 
have  demised  according  to  his  legal  interest/'    The  rule 
there  suggested  was,  at  any  rate,  inaccurate  as  to  joint 
tenants ;  for  the  cases  cited  shew  that  they  may  sever :  but 
then  they  recover  as  tenants  in  common,  the  severance 
having  converted  the  joint  tenancy  into  a  tenancy  in 
common.    And  this  shews  the  reason  of  the  rule,  that 
tenants  in  common  must  sever :  for  they  cannot  become 
joint  tenants  by  joining. 

Cdtman  and  Ingham  in  support  of  the  rule.  The 
action  of  ejectment  has,  for  a  long  time,  been  merely  a 
fictitious  method  of  trying  the  title  of  the  lessor.  For- 
merly, it  was  a  proceeding  in  which  the  actual  state  of 
facts  appeared  in  the  declaration ;  and  then,  no  doubt, 
the  declaration  was  subject  to  all  the  rules  relating  to 
variances  in  the  evidence.  The  amendment  having 
been  refused  at  the  trial,  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff, 
should  this  rule  be  discharged,  will  be  in  a  situation  of 
much  hardship;  for,  if  this  had  been,  as  formerly,  a 
proceeding  founded  upon  an  actual  lease  to  the  plain- 
tiff, the  variance  between  the  declaration  and  the  lease 
would  certainly  have  been  cured  by  amendment  at  nisi 
prius.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  tenants  in  common 
may  join  in  a  real  lease ;  and,  had  such  a  lease  been 
made^  it  must  have  been  described  as  a  lease  by  the 
3  D  3  two 
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1834.       two.     In  Trepores  case  (a)  ejectment  was  brought  on 

•"""^       a  lease  by  indenture!  actually  executed  by  tenant  for 
Dos  dcm* 
FooLx        life  and  remainder-man  in  fee ;  and  it  was  held  that  this 

EAnmoToir.  could  not  be  declared  upon  as  a  lease  by  the  two  parties 
so  interested:  in  Mantle  v.  Wollingion {b\  there  may 
have  been  a  real  lease,  subject  to  some  objection  of 
the  same  kind.  It  was  once  held  that  two  coparceners 
could  not  join  in  ejectment,  Milliner  y.  Itobinson{c)\ 
but  this  case  was  over-ruled  in  Boner  v.  Juner{d)i 
and  it  is  said  in  Co.  Lit.  200.  b.,  that  **  coparceners 
may  both  infeoff  and  release,  because  their  seisin  to 
some  intents  is  joint,  and  to  some  several/'  In  Doe 
dem.  Gill  v.  Pearson  {e\  a,  single  coparcener  recovered 
her  own  share  in  ejectment  on  her  own  single  demise : 
yet,  if  the  rule  as  to  variance  in  title  had  prevailed^ 
the  declaration  could  not  have  been  supported  by  a 
proof  of  the  title  as  coparcener;  and  the  same  re- 
mark is  applicable  to  Roe  dem.  Roper  v.  Lonsdale  (g), 
and  Doe  dem.  Marsack  v.  Reid  (A).  In  Doe  dem.  Lid- 
ham  V.  Fenn  (i),  there  were  three  several  demises  by 
three  single  persons,  of  whose  title  the  only  evidence 
was,  that  the  defendant  had  accepted  a  joint  lease  from 
them ;  and  the  plaintiff  recovered.  In  Doe  dem.  Shore 
V.  Porter  {k),  the  administrator  of  a  tenant  from  year 
to  year  appeared  in  the  declaration  to  have  demised  for 
seven  years;  and  it  was  held  that  the  title  supported 
the  demise  laid:  and  in  Denn  dem.  Surges  v.  Purvis {1)^ 
a  declaration  in  ejectment  was  for  a  moiety;   but  the 

(a)  6  Btp.  14.  h,  {b)  Cro.  Jac.  166. 

(c)  Moore,  682.  pi.  939.  {d)   1  Ld.  Raym.  726. 

(e)  6  East,  173.  (g)  12  East,  39. 

(A)  12  East,  57.  (i)  5  Campb.  190. 


{k)  3  T.  R.  13.  (0  1  JTum  326. 


lessor 
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lessor  appeared  in  evidence  to  be  entided  to  a  third  part 
only;  and  this  was  held  not  to  be  a  variance.     These 

Dob  dcQi* 

cases  sheir  that  strictness  in  proof  of  the  title  laid  is         Pooiv 
no  longer  required.  Eebxnqioic. 


Lord  Denmav  C.  J.  When  the  motion  was  made 
in  the  present  case,  I  thought  that  th^re  had  been  some 
alteration  in  the  old  law  on  this  point;  but  it  is  clear 
that  the  ancient  rule  which  originally  prevailed  in 
actions  of  ejectione  firmie,  continued  in  force  after  the 
proceeding  had  become  fictitious:  and  there  is  good 
reason  for  this.  Were  it  otherwise,  titles  of  any  kmd, 
however  unconnected,  might  be  joined  in  a  demise. 

LiTTLEDAUE  J.  The  old  law  certainly  was,  that  in 
all  real  actions  tenants  in  common  must  sever,  and  that 
in  personal  actions  they  must  join  (a).  In  mixed  actions 
they  were  to  sever  (6).  I  do  not  see  that  the  fictitious 
nature  of  this  proceeding  suggests  any  reason  for  de- 
parting from  the  rule.  It  is  laid  down,  as  now  insisted 
upon  by  the  defendant,  in  Bullet's  Nisi  Prius  (c)% 

Taunton  J.  There  is  an  authority  in  favour  of  the 
defendant,  which  has  not  been  mentioned,  Blachaspei's 
case,  cited  from  Noy^  in  Lord  Hale*^  MSS.  {d)^  The 
fictitious  action  of  ejectment  appears  to  be  more  ancient 
than  Mr.  CoUman  supposes.    The  Year  Book  of  7  Ed,  i. 

(a)  See  IMlUi^,  m.  314,  315,  316. 
{h)  See  Curtk  t.  Bowm,  3  Mod.  61. 
ifi)  B.  S.  cb.  3.  p.  107. 

((i)  Xoy,  13.  Margrave**  note  (7.)  to  Co,  IMU  45.  a.  But,  quwre, 
whefher  uy  decUion  appear  io  JVf»y's  report? 

S  D  4  foL 
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1834.  fol.  6.  (cited  by  Mr.  Selwtjn  in  his  Nisi  Prius)  (a),  shews 
"  ~  that  the  term  was  recovered  by  the  judgment,  at  some 
Poole        time  between  the  sixth  year  of  Richard  the  Second  and 

agamtt  , 

Eemiiotof.     the  seventh  year  of  Edward  the  Fourth.     This  form  of 

judgment 

(a)  Ejectment,  I.  p.  692.  (ed.  8.1  8S1.)  See  IUeve**s  History  ^  tke 
English  Law,  toI.  S.  ch.  15.  p.  29.*  cb.  22.  p.  390.,  toI.  4.  ch.  27. 
p.  164.  (ed.  2.  1787.)  The  result  of  the  authorities  collected  by  the 
learned  authors  seems  to  be  as  follows :  — 

Id  East.  T*  6  R,  2.,  the  whole  Court  assented  to  a  remark,  that  ejec- 
tione  firmsB  is  nothing  but  an  action  of  trespass  in  its  nature,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  shall  not  recover  his  term  which  is  to  come,  any  more  than,  in 
trespass,  a  man  shall  recover  damages  for  a  trespass  not  done,  but  to  be 
done ;  but  he  must  bring  an  action  of  covenant  at  common  law  to  recover 
his  term :  Fitz.  Ah-  Ejeetione  Firmaf  2.  From  this  it  may  perhaps  be 
inferred  that,  at  that  time,  an  attempt  had  been  made  to  recover,  in  this 
action,  either  the  actual  term,  or  damages  to  cover  the  loss  of  the  whole 
term,  including  the  part  unexpired. 

East.  T,  7  E(L  4.  (Year  B.  HiL  6  E.  4.  f.  10.  East.  7  E.  4.  f.  5.) 
A  husband  being  seised  in  right  of  his  wife,  and  husband  and  wife  having 
made  a  lease,  the  husband  alone,  in  the  wife's  life,  sued  the  lessee  in 
debt  for  rent  arrear ;  and  tlie  question  was,  upon  a  plea  in  abatement, 
whether  he  could  so  sue.  In  the  course  of  the  argument,  Caie^ 
(counsel)  used  the  following  illustration  :  —  Of  those  things  which  are 
personal,  and  when  the  thing  is  to  be  recontinued  [et  quant  le  chose  est 
recontinue  il  est  pur  aver  continuance],  in  such  cases  the  writ  must  be 
in  the  names  of  the  two.  As  if  lease  be  made  to  husband  and  wife,  and 
they  be  ejected,  if  they  will  bring  writ  de  ejeetione  (irmse,  in  that  case  the 
writ  must  be  in  the  names  of  the  two,  because  they  are  to  recover  their 
term,  the  which,  when  recovered,  is  a  thing  which  shall  have  continuance 
to  the  end  of  the  term.  Afterwards,  Fairfax  (counsel)  said,  in  answer, 
in  some  case  it  shall  be  so,  and  in  some  case  not ;  for,  if  the  term  be 
expired,  the  writ  shall  be  in  the  name  of  the  husband  alone,  for  thai 
he  alone  is  to  recover  damages,  which  the  wife  cannot  have  in  common 
with  the  husband,  &c. ;  but  if  the  term  be  not  expired,  the  writ  shall 
be  in  both  their  names,  for  that  they  are  to  recover  their  term  to  come, 
which  the  wife  may  have  afVer  the  death  of  the  husband.  For  he 
(Fairfax)  said  expressly,  that  in  ejeetione  firms  and  quare  ejecit  infra 
terminum,  if  the  term  be  not  expired,  tlie  plaintiff  shall  recover  his  term 
and  damages  for  the  time  that  the  other  has  occupied.  Here  both  sides 
appear  to  assume  that  the  judgment  is  to  be  for  a  recovery  of  the  term 
itself. 

Jen/dnSt 
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judgment  introduced  the  proceeding  in  which  the  actual 
parties   were  fictitious.     The  exact  commencement  of 

DoK  dcm. 
this  we  do  not  know :  it  certainly  was  earlier  than  tlie         Poou 

beginning  of  the  eighteenth  century.    A  case  in  Cro.     Ekuiiotok. 

Miz.  p.  21.  {a\  leads  me  to  infer  the  existence  at  that 

time  of  the  action  of  ejectment,  as  a  mode  of  trying  the 

title  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 

Jenkins,  cent  2d,  ca.  26.  p.  67.  "  If  the  plaintiff  prevailed  in  a  writ  of 
cjectione  firmie  in  the  time  of  Bich,  2.  he  recovered  only  damages,  and 
not  the  possession  of  ttie  land :  but  in  14  J7.  7.  the  Judges  of  that  time 
adjudged  (which  is  the  law  at  this  day,)  that  if  the  plaintiff  prevails  in  such 
action,  he  shall  recover  the  possession  of  the  laud,  if  his  term  be  not 
expired;  if  it  be  elapsed,  he  shall  recover  damages.'*  The  record  in 
RaatdCs  Entries,  ^ectione  Firmof^  8.  (dated  East-  T.  14  Hen,  7.)  p.  252  b, 
253  a,  ed.  1596,  is  supposed  by  Mr.  Eeeves  (vol.  4.  p.  165.},  to  be  the 
record  of  the  case  referred  to  by  Jenkins. 

It  seems,  however,  that  the  date  of  this  change  has  for  a  long  time  been 
a  matter  of  dispute.  Filtherbert  {N.  Brev»  Cjectione  Firma,  220.  H.) 
says,  **  In  tliis  writ  he  shall  recover  his  term  again,  if  the 'term  be  not 
ended  ....  And  anno  14  ^en,  7.,  in  cjectione  firmcs  brought  against  a 
stranger,  the  plaintiff  bad  judgment  to  recover  his  term,  and  thereupon 
the  defendant  brought  a  writ  of  error,  and  the  judgment  was  affirmed, 
and  execution  awarded  for  the  plaintiff.  And  17  f/.  8.  such  judgment 
was  given  in  the  Common  Pleas,  that  he  should  recover  his  term  and  his 
damages.'*  It  appears  to  have  been  made  a  question,  after  6  R,  2,  and 
before  7  Edw.  4,  whether  the  tenant  should  recover  his  term,  or  damages 
only,  in  ^ctione  Jimue  ;  Tear  B.  33  H.  6.  f.  42.  Per  Hussey  (C.  J.  of 
K.  B.},  Year  B.  Mich,  21  £.  4.  f.  11.,  in  quare  ejecit  infra  terminumt 
^ectione  JirnuB,  and  ^ectnient  de  gard,  a  man  is  to  recover  the  possession 
and  his  damages  also.  In  Lord  Hale*i  note  (a)  upon  the  passage  cited 
from  Fitxherbert  (iV.  B,  220.  H.),  it  is  said,  "  Dyer  said  that  before  14 
U,  7.  the  judgment  was  onfy,  that  the  plaintiff  should  recover  his  term  .* 
Dyery  13.**  The  reference  to  Dyer  is  inaccurate.  See,  further,  Mr.  Harvey*% 
argument  in  Fairclaim  dem.  Fowler  v.  Shamtitle,  S  Bur,  1296.  Also  the 
old  Natura  Brevium,  f.  135. 

(a)  n'ebbv,  Nect,  Trin.  T,  25  Eliz,  {1583\  From  the  remarks  of 
Xeeling  J.  in  Eeyes  v.  Bredon,  1  JTeb,  705.,  it  seems  that,  in  16  Car,  2.,  the 
practice  of  trying  titles  by  ejectment  was  recent ;  and  the  ctic  itself  shews 
that  the  adores fabuLg  were  not  there  fictitious. 
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1884. 


Tunday,         DoE  Oil  the  scveral  Demises  of  Fleming  and 
*"*  Others  against  Ford  and  Another. 

The  data  of  the  HPHIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  which  was  referred, 

fine  wu^iro  under  a  Judge's  order,  to  the  arbitration 'of  a  bar- 

^rdly^f  Uw  rister.      The    arbitrator   awarded    in    favour    of  the 

^ ^'^thdavi  defendants,  and  ordered  the  action  to  be  discontinued, 

being  in  the  ^^j    found    the    foUowini?    fects    specially  :  —  Robert 

mmTMk  term  •  o  r  J 


three  other  pro-  Sicfford^  through  whom  the  defendants  claimed,  being 
demationi  were  .... 

duly  made  in  a  disseisor  in  possession  of  the  premises,  levied  a  fine  of 
lowing  terms:  them  to  Dovid  Williams^  in  the  Common  Pleas  at 
good  fine  with    Westminster^  sur  cognizance  de  droit  come  ceo.     The 


pradamaiiooi. 


chirograph  set  forth  the  date  of  the  final  agreement,  as 
in  three  weeks  of  the  Holy  Trinity^  9  G.  4. ;  which 
date  was  found  to  be  on  the  23d  of  June.  The  first 
proclamation  was  made  on  the  21st  day  of  June^  ki 
Trinity  term  in  the  same  year;  and  the  other  three 
proclamations  were  made  respectively  in  the  succeed- 
ing Michaelmas^  Hilary^  and  Easter  terms.  The  arbi- 
trator further  found,  that  he  made  his  award  upon  the 
assumption  and  supposition  that  the  fine  was  duly  levied, 
the  proclamations  duly  made,  and  the  fine  a  good 
and  valid  fine  with  proclamations,  levied  by  a  disseisor 
having  a  tortious  fee,  and  not  avoided  by  any  actual 
entry  before  the  action  of  ejectment  was  brought ;  adding^ 
that  if  he,  the  arbitrator,  had  not  so  supposed  and 
assumed,  he  should  have  awarded  in  favour  of  the 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff.  In  Hilary  term  last,  FoUett 
obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  award  should 
not  be  set  aside,   and  a  verdict  be  entered  for  the 

plaintiff; 
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plaintiff;  or  why  the  matters  in  dispute  should  not  be  1834. 
referred  back  to  the  same  arbitrator,  on  the  ground  — — 
that)  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  award,  the  arbitrator  Fixmimo 
should  have  found  for  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the  fine  was  Fo&n. 
not  properly  levied.  The  deputy  proclamator  of  fines 
in  the  Common  Pleas  certified  (and  also  made  affidavit) 
that  he  had  held  the  office  for  eight  years  last  past, 
and  had,  during  that  time,  been  the  officer  to  make 
proclamations  on  all  fines  levied  in  the  Common  Pleas, 
and  that  he  was  employed  in  the  office  during  twenty- 
six  yeai-s  previously;  that  he  was  personally  well 
acquainted  with  the  manner  in  which  proclamations  had 
been  made  on  all  fines  levied  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  during  the  thirty-four  years ;  and  that,  during  all 
that  period,  the  uniform  practice  had  been  to  proclaim 
two  fines  in  each  term,  for  and  in  the  name  of  all  the 
fines  engrossed  in  or  as  of  that  term,  and  to  proclaim 
the  same  two  fines  in  the  three  next  succeeding  terms ; 
and  that,  in  making  such  proclamations,  no  regard  had 
been  had  to  the  returns  of  the.  writs  of  covenant,  or  the 
days  or  times  when  the  fines  were  engrossed  or  con- 
sidered to  be  engrossed,  but  only  to  the  terms  of 
which  the  fines  were  engrossed  or  considered  so  to  be; 
and  that  the  first  proclamation  upon  more  than  four 
fifths  of  all  the  fines  levied  during  the  thirty-four  years 
had,  in  point  of  fact,  been  made  before  the  fines  were 
engrossed,  and  before  the  time  when,  by  relation,  they 
were  considered  to  be  engrossed:  and  he  further 
certified  that  he  had  examined  the  documents  in  the 
office  for  the  period  of  between  fiHy  and  sixty  years 
back,  to  ascertain  the  manner  in  which  proclamations 
were  made  on  fines  levied  before  he  came  into  the  office ; 
and  found  that  the  proclamations  during  all  the  last- 
mentioned 
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1834.        mentioned  period   were  made  in   the  manner  before 

•  stated ;  and  that  it  had  always  been  considered  sufficient 

Dos  dem.  '' 

Flkmihg  to  make  the  first  proclamation  at  any  time  during  the 
term  of  which  the  fine  was  engrossed,  and  the  other 
three  in  the  three  next  succeeding  terms. 

Tondinson  shewed  cause  in  this  term,  May  SOth.  {a) 
The  objection  to  the  proclamation  will  rest  upon  the 
words  of  Stat.  4.  H.  7.  c.  24.,  which  enacts  that  qfier 
the  engrossing  of  every  fine,  the  same  fine  be  openly 
and  solemnly  read  and  proclaimed  in  the  same  term, 
and  in  three  terms  then  next  following  the  same  engross- 
ing, at  four  several  days  in  every  term.  By  stat. 
81  El.  c.  2.,  the  number  of  proclamations  is  abridged; 
and,  after  recital  of  stat.  4.  H.  7.  c.  24.,  it  is  enacted, 
thatevery  fine  with  proclamations  shall  be  proclaimed  only 
four  times;  that  is  to  say,  once  in  the  term  wkerein  it  is 
engrossed,  and  once  in  every  of  the  three  terms  holden 
next  after  the  same  engrossing.  The  date  of  the  en- 
grossing is,  in  fact,  the  date  of  the  chirograph,  which  is 
the  date  of  the  return  of  the  writ  of  covenant  Now,  the 
statute  of  Elizabeth  does  not  expressly  direct  that  the 
first  proclamation  shall  be  after  the  engrossing.  It  does, 
indeed,  recite  the  statute  of  Henry  7.,  which  contains 
such  an  express  direction ;  but  the  recital  in  the  statute 
of  Elizabeth  does  not  in  terms  repeat  that  part  of  the 
jitatute  of  Henry  7. ;  for  the  words  are,  "  Whereas  the 
statute,  &c.  hath  ordained,  That  every  fine  to  be  levied 
with  proclamations  in  the  King's  Court,  &c.  should  be 
proclaimed  in  the  same  court  that  term  in  which  it  is  en- 
grosscdj  and  in  three  terms  then  next  following,  at  four 

(s)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.|  UttledaU,  Taunton,  and  /TaOiaiiu  Js. 
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&c."  If  the  question  were  new,  there  might,  perhaps,  be        18S4. 
some  difficulty  in  contending  that  the  regulation  respect- 
ing the  first  of  the  four  fines  was  to  be  other  than  the 
previous  regulation  respecting  the  first  of  the  sixteen. 
But  the  words  of  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  are  at  any  rate 
not  so  inflexible  as  to  prevent  the  court  from  accommo- 
dating it  to  the  actual  practice  of  the  Common  Pleas.  The 
proclamations  are,  in  fact,  now  a  mere  form.    If  the  one 
day  fixed  upon,  in  each  term,  for  proclaiming  all  the 
fines,  were  earlier  than  the  last  general  return  day,  the 
proclamation  would,  in  all  cases  where  the  writ  was  re- 
turnable on  the  last  return  day,  necessarily  be  of  a  day 
earlier  than  the  day  of  the  return  of  the  writ,  and  there- 
fore earlier  than  the  engrossing.     Probably  the  greater 
number  of  fines  are,  in  fact,  levied  in  the  vacadon,  and 
the  writ  of  covenant  is  in  such  cases  returnable  on 
the  last  general  return  day  of  the  preceding  term ;  and 
consequently  the  concord,  engrossing,  &c.,  are  dated  as  of 
that  day.    In  all  such  cases  the  proclamation  must  ne- 
cessarily precede  the  engrossing.     And  this  practice  is 
sanctioned  by  the  rules  of  courts  of  equity.     Thus  in 
Short  V.  Wood  {a),  money  was  directed  to  be  laid  out  in 
land,  to  be  settled  on  a  woman  for  life,  remainder  to  her 
son  in  tail,  remainder  to  the  son  in  fee,  and,  until  the  pur- 
chase of  land,  the  interest  to  go  as  the  profits  of  the  land ; 
and  the  mother  and  son  brought  a  bill  to  have  the  money 
paid  to  them.  The  Lord  Chancellor  {Parker)  said  that,  if 
there  had  been  a  remainder  which  could  not  have  been 
barred  without  a  recovery,  then,  inasmuch  as  the  tenant 
in  tail  might  die  before  such  recovery  suffered,  or  might 
die  in  vacation^  when  a  recovery  could  not  be  suffered^  the 
Court  would  not  have  decreed  the  payment  to  the  tenant 

(a)  1  P.  ITfiu.  47(k 

in 
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18S4.       in  tail,  but  would  have  decreed  the  purchase  and  settle- 

nient,  in  order  that  the  chance  of  the  remainder-man  might 
DoBdem.  7 

Flsmino      be  preserved ;  but  that  in  the  then  case,  the  son,  having 

FoKD.  the  immediate  remainder  in  fiee^  might  bar  the  limitations 
by  a  fine  only,  wkiAJine  might  be  levied  in  vacation  time 
09  well  as  term  $  and  it  would  be  vain  for  equity  to  decree 
a  settlement  which,  the  same  moment  it  was  made, 
might  be  cut  off:  and  the  payment  of  the  money  was 
decreed.  And  this  is  now  recognised  in  books  of 
Chancery  practice,  as  the  practice  of  the  Court  [Totm- 
ton  J.  In  Lord  Coke?s  Readings  on  Finesy  it  is  said  (a), 
**  A  fine  is  engrossed,  and  is  said  to  be  engrossed,  when 
the  chirographer  has  made  the  indentures  of  the  fine, 
and  delivered  them  to  the  parties,  to  whom  the  commis- 
sion was  made.  Note; — Yet  a  fine,  before  it  be  en- 
grossed, is  a  perfect  record,  and  may  be  executed.''^ 
In  Comyns^s  Digest^  Fine^  (H.  2.)  it  is  said,  *^  If  a  fine 
was  acknowledged  in  Hilary  term,  and  recorded  in 
Easter^  it  may  be  pleaded,  quidamjlnis  se  levavit  termino 
Sancti  Hilarii ;  for  it  was  a  fine  before  the  engrossing." 
ITaunton  J.  referred  to  Cromptoris  Case  (i).]  The  prac- 
tice respecting  the  amendment  of  fines  shews  that  the 
Court  considers  the  proceeding  mere  matter  of  form.  If 
the  practice,  as  sworn  to,  be  incorrect,  it  is,  on  the  one 
hand,  not  worth  while  to  correct  it  now,  the  assurance 
being  entirely  altered  by  stat.  S  &  4  W.^.c.  74*. ;  and,  on 
the  other  hand,  there  would  be  much  mischief  produced, 
by  the  danger  in  which  existing  tides  would  be  placed 
No  practising  conveyancer  ever  thinks  of  enquiring  into 
the  days  of  the  engrossment  apd  first  proclamation  of  a 
fine. 

ifl)  Law  Tracts,  p.  228.  {Fvrst  Heading  on  Fines),  ed.  1764. 

(6)  3  If^r,  254.  a.  pi.  104. ;  and  see  Sir  John  Brome*t  Case,  4  Leon.  9S. 

Fdlett 
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FolUti  eoDtra.   The  passage  cited  on  the  Bench  from  1884. 

Cok^$  Beadinss  on  Fines  shews  that  the  date  of  the  en-  

grossing  is  the  same  thing  as  the  date  of  the  chirograph.  Fluumo 


In  Cruises  Digest^  tit.  35.  c.  2.  s.  68  (a),  it  is  said,  <«  With  Foeb. 
respect  to  the  time  when  a  fine  is  completed,  Lord  Coke^ 
in  his  comment  on  the  statute  De  Modo  levandi  Fines  (£), 
says — ^  A  fine  is  said  to  be  levied  when  the  writ  of  covenant 
is  returned,  and  the  concord  and  the  King's  silver  duly 
entered ;  this  maketh  the  land  to  pass,  and  from  this 
shall  the  year  and  the  day  be  accounted,  albeit  the  fine 
be  engrossed  afterwards.' "  And  in  s.  69.,  ^'  Wlien  the 
mode  of  levying  a  fine  by  first  acknowledging  the 
concord,  then  suing  out  an  original  writ,  and  paying  the 
King's  silver,  was  allowed,  a  different  manner  of  express- 
ing the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke  was  adopted ;  for 
the  fine  was  said  to  be  completed  upon  the  entry  of 
the  King's  silver,  provided  it  was  previously  acknow- 
ledged." In  ShepparcTs  Touchstone^  p.  S.,  it  is  said, 
**  There  are  indentures  made  by  the  chirographer,  and 
delivered  to  the  party  to  whom  the  conusance  is  made, 
which  is  called  the  engrossing  of  a  fine,  for  then  a  fine  is 
said  to  be  engrossed,  when  the  chirographer  makes  the 
indentures  of  the  fine,  and  doth  deliver  them  to  the 
party  to  whom  the  conusance  is  made."  It  is  clear  that 
the  engrossing  never  could  take  place  before  the  date  of 
the  return  of  the  writ  and  of  the  final  concord.  Lord 
Coke  says  that  the  engrossment  may  be  made  afterwards : 
the  fine,  however,  cannot  properly  be  said  to  be  complete 
till  the  engrossment.  The  words  of  stat.  1  Rich.  3.  c.  7.  s.  !• 
are,  "  after  the  engrossing  of  every  fine ;"  from  which  the 
words  of  Stat.  4  H.  ?•  c  24.  are  taken.  The  statute  of 
Elizabeth  cannot  be  understood  to  have  made  any  alter- 

(a)  Vol.  T.  p.  84.  (Sd  ed.  I8S4.)  (ft)  9  /Ai<.517. 

ation 
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18S4.  ation  in  this  respect:  it  merely  diminishes  the  number  of 
proclamations.  The  practice  of  the  officers  of  the  Com- 
mon Pleas  cannot  repeal  express  enactments  of  a  statute. 
This  Court,  in  Doe  dem.  Jones  v.  Harrison  (a),  appeared 
to  consider  a  compliance  with  the  statute  respecting  Welsh 
fines  (b)  as  essential ;  and  they  intended  from  the  record 
that  the  statute  had,  in  fact,  been  complied  with.  [Zrt/- 
tUdale  J.  If  the  record  be,  that  the  fine  was  proclaimed 
according  to  the  statute,  the  fine  is  good,  and  has  the 
force  of  the  statute;   Vin.  Mr.  Fine  (F.  b.)  pL  1.  (c)  ] 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. 

After  stating  the  award,  and  that  portion  of  the 
affidavit  containing  the  officer's  account  of  the  practice^ 
his  Lordship  proceeded  as  follows :  —  The  question,  in 
this  case,  turns  upon  the  validity  of  the  fine,  the  ob-> 
jection  to  which  was,  that  the  chirograph  bore  the  date 
of  "  in  three  weeks  of  the  Holy  Trinity  9  G.  4.,**  which 
fell  on  the  2dd  day  of  June;  and  the  first  proclama- 
tion was  made  the  21st  day  of  June;  and  this  was  said 
to  be  bad  under  the  statute  4  H.  7.  c.  24.,  which  directs 
that,  ajier  the  engrossing  of  every  fine,  the  same  be 
read  and  proclaimed  in  the  same  court  the  same  term, 
and  in  three  terms  then  next  following  the  same  en- 
grossing in  the  same  court;  and  the  making  up  the 
chirograph  of  the  fine  was,  on  the  authority  of  Lord 
Coke^  said  to  be  the  engrossing  of  the  fine  {d)i  and,  here^ 
one  proclamation  was  before  that  took  place.     On  the 

(a)  8B,4r  ^d,  764.  (6)  34  &  35  H.  8.  c  86.  u  41. 

(c)  Citing  DenthaWa  Reading  on  Fines, 

(d)  Co,  Law  Tracts,  238.  (First  Beading  on  Fines). 

Other 
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other  band,  the  same  authority  was  cited  to  prove  that        1834. 

it  is  not  necessary  that  a  fine  should  be  ingrossed,  pro-  ~ 

Dot.  dciD* 
vtded  it  be  recorded;  for  it  is  a  perfect  record  before       Fuuuvq 

•     •      ■  ogaintl 

It  is  ingrossed,  and  it  may  be   ingrossed  at  any  time        Forb. 

after  it  is  levied.     Without  deciding  any  thing  on  this 

point,  it  is  sufficient  to  observe  that  the  statute  directs 

the  proclamations  shall  be  made  after  the  ingrossing; 

and  though  in  ancient  times  certainly  courts  were  very 

strict  in  enforcing  in  all  particulars  the  mode  of  levying 

fines  prescribed  by  the  statutes,  yet  when  we  hear,  as  we 

do  from  the  affidavit  of  the  officer  of  the  Court  of  Com* 

mpn  Pleas,  that  during  all  his  time,  comprehending  a 

period  of  nearly  forty  years,  three  fourths  of  the  fines 

levied  have  been  levied  in  the  same  manner  this  was, 

we  must  pause  before  we  shake  the  security  of  so  many 

titles  by  pronouncing  this  fine  void.     This  very  length 

of  usage  goes  a  great  way  to  shew  that  this  provision 

of  the  statute  has  been  construed  to  be  only  directory. 

The  case  of  Doe  dem.  Jones  v.  Harrison  {a\  was  cited 

in  the  argument  for  the  lessors  of  the  plaintifl^  but  it 

was  upon  another  point;  and  though  it  manifests  the 

inclination  of  the  Court  by  every  reasonable  intendment 

to  support  fines,  it  cannot  be  relied  on  here  on  either 

side.     The  judgment  must  be,  that  the  rule  to  set  aside 

the  award  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged* 


Vol..  L  3  E 
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TveMiasf,  DOE  dcm.  BlASS  Ogainst  HORSLEV. 

Lands  wcra       T?  JECTMENT  for  lands  in  the  county  of  York.    At 

derlied  m  fee,      Xl«  ^ 

dimrged  with  an  the  trial  before  Alderson  J.  at  the   York  Spring 

annoity;  and 

power  was  assizes  1832,  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited,  subject  to  the 
annuitant  to  Opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case :  —  Thomas 
annuity'werein  ^'V>^  the  elder,  by  his  will  dated  the  21st  of  August 
twenty^days  1^00,  devised  the  lands  in  question  to  his  son  Thomas 
after  the  day  of  Sioss  in  fee,  Subject  to  an  annuity  of  30^.   per  an- 

payment*  oeitig  ^  ^ 

imgfuUjfdB-  num  to  his  daughter  Hannah^  payable  quarterly,  and 
mtmdtdf  power 

was  alio  giTen,   thereby  charired  the  lands  with  the  payment  of  the  said 

ifitihoaldbe  .  . 

inarrearfor  annuity;  and  he  also  thereby  declared  his  will  and 
enter  and  enjoy  desire,  that  if  the  Said  annuity  should  be  behind  and 
to  take  the*pro-  Unpaid  for  twenty  days  after  the  day  of  payment,  being 
amliSulJi**"  fatS/W/j/  demanded^  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  said 
dioold  be  there-  fjafinali  to  enter  upon  the  said  lands  so  charged,  and 


1  all  the   distrain  for  the  same;  and  in  case   the  said  annuity 

arrean,  with 

all  coals,  or        should  be  behind  and  unpaid  for  forty  days  next  after  any 
until  the  per- 
son entiUed  to    of  the  days  of  payment  whereon  the  same  ought  to  be 

session  should  p&id,  then  and  so  often  it  should  and  might  be  lawful 

nrrean  and  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  Hannah  to  enter  into  and  enjoy  the  said 

tbaTuponlhe  "^^^^  ^^  charged  with  the  said  annuity,  and  receive  and 

annui^  being  ^^ke  the  rents,  issues,  and   profits  thereof  to  and  for 

■n«v,  the  her  own  use  and  benefit,  until  she  should  be  therewith 

annuitant 

might  bring       and  thereby  paid  and   satisfied  all  the  arrears  of  her 

eiectmen  fa 

without  msk-     annuity,  with  all  costs  and  charges,  or  until  the  person 

demand.  or  persons  who  should  be  then  entitled  to  immediate 

possession  of  the  said  premises  should  pay,  satisfy,  and 

discharge  to  her  the  said  Hannah  all  the  arrears  of  the 

said  annuity  and  every  part  thereof,  incurred   before 

and 
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and  that  should  incur  during  such  times  as  they  should  1834*. 
respectively  receive  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  J  ~ 
or  be  entitled  to  receive  the  same,  together  with  all  her         Bias* 

againtt 

costs^  &c.  The  testator  died  on  the  9th  of  January  1802,  Homlbt. 
upon  which  event  his  son  Thomas  entered  upon  the 
said  lands,  and  occupied  them,  by  himself  or  tenants,  till 
Lady-day  1830,  when  certain  persons,  to  whom  the 
lands  had  been  mortgageil  by  him,  took  possession,  and 
continued  in  possession  until  Lady-day  1831 ;  the  defend- 
ant then  entered  into  possession  as  their  tenant  The 
annuity  was  in  arrear  from  1823  to  1828,  after  which 
time  it  was  regularly  paid  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  persons 
in  possession.  Notice  to  pay  the  current  annuity  had 
been  given  to  the  tenants  of  Thomas  Biass  after  1828, 
but  no  demand  of  the  arrears  from  1823  to  1828  was 
shewn  to  have  been  made  on  any  person,  nor  w&s  any 
demand  of  possession  of  the  lands  proved.  The  jury 
found  that  the  four  years  of  the  annuity  between  1823  and 
1828  still  remained  unpaid  at  the  time  of  the  bringing 
the  ejectment.  But  the  learned  Judge  being  of  opinion 
that  proof  of  a  demand  was  also  requisite,  nonsuited  the 
plaintiff,  subject  to  a  special  case,  with  liberty  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  in  case  a  demand  was  not  neces- 
sary. This  case  was  argued  on  a  former  day  in  this 
term  {Jime  6)  {a). 

J.  Henderson  for  the  plaintiff.  The  will  provides 
two  remedies  for  the  nonpayment  of  the  annuity, 
distress  and  re-entry.  In  the  distress  clause,  a  demand 
at  twenty  days  is  required.  Yet  a  distress  might  be 
made,  although  this   condition  is  introduced,  without 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.>  JjiUUtLde,  Taunim,  mnd  WiOkmt,  Jfc 

3  E  2  a  demand ; 
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1884.        a  demand ;  Browne  v.  Dunnery  (a),  Kind  v.  Ammery  (&)• 


Doidem. 


But|  in  the  clause  of  re-entry,  there  is  no  condition 
BiAM  requiring  demand,  and  there  can  be  no  reason  for 
HoKsLxr.  carrying  such  a  condition  on  from  the  preceding  clause  ; 
and  the  general  rule  of  law  is,  that  a  demand  is  not 
necessary  in  such  a  case«  This  is  not  an  entry  which 
defeats  the  estate  in  the  land,  as  in  the  case  of  con- 
dition broken;  and,  therefore,  it  does  not  fall  within 
the  rule,  that  a  demand  must  be  made  where  the 
tenant  loses  his  estate ;  Co.  Lit.  201  &,  Gilbert  on 
BentSi  78.  In  the  latter  book  it  is  said,  "  Where  the 
remedy  is  by  way  of  re-entry  for  nonpayment,  there 
must  be  an  actual  demand  made  previous  to  the  entry, 
otherwise  it  is  tortious :  because  a  condition  of  re-entry 
is  in  derogation  of  the  grant,  and  the  estate  at  bnoy  being 
once  dtfeatedi  is  not  to  be  restored  by  any  subsequent  pay^ 
mentj  and  it  is  presumed,  that  the  tenant  is  there 
residing  on  the  premises  in  order  to  pay  the  rent,  for 
the  preservation  of  his  estate,  unless  the  contrary  ap- 
pears by  the  lessor  being  there  to  demand  it:  and  there- 
fore, unless  there  be  a  demand  made,  and  the  tenant 
thereby,  contrary  to  the  presumption,  appears  not  to  be 
upon  the  land  ready  to  pay  the  rent,  the  law  will  not 
allow  the  lessor  the  benefit  of  re-entry,  to  defeat  the 
tenants  estate^  without  a  wilful  default  in  him ;  which 
cannot  appear  without  a  demand  hath  actually  been 
made  upon  the  land :  '*  and  the  same  rule  is  laid  down 
on  the  same  principle  in  the  case  of  a  nomine  poaue. 
But  here,  the  interest  acquired  by  the  re-entry  is  of 
another  kind ;  it  is  defined  in  Littleton^  sect.  827^  *'  But 
where  a  feofiment  is  made  of  certain  lands  reserving  a 

(a)  /fo6.  208.  (5th  ed.  1724.)  pL  S68. 

(b)  Htitt.  85. 

certain 
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certaiQ  rent,  Sec,  upon  such  condition,  that  if  the  rent 
be  behind,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  feoffor  and  his 
heirs  to  enter,  and  to  hold  the  land  until  he  be  satisfied 
or  paid  the  rent  behind,  &c. ;  in  this  case  if  the  rent  be 
behind,  and  the  feoffor  or  his  heirs  enter,  the  feoffee  is 
not  altogether  excluded  from  this,  but  the  feoffor  shall 
have  and  hold  the  land,  and  thereof  take  the  profits, 
until  he  be  satisfied  of  the  rent  behind ;  and  when  he 
is  satbfied,  then  may  the  feoffee  re-enter  into  the  same 
land,  and  hold  it  as  he  held  it  before.  For  in  this  case 
the  feoffor  shall  have  the  land  but  in  manner  as  for  a 
distress,  until  he  be  satisfied  of  the  rent,  &c.,  though  he 
take  the  profits  in  the  meantime  to  his  own  use,  &c." 
In  Jemmot  v.  Cody  (a),  where  the  question  turned  upon 
the  effect  of  an  entry  by  the  grantee  of  such  a  rent,  only 
one  of  the  several  reports  of  the  case  (1  Keb.  784.)  makes 
any  mention  of  a  demand,  and  no  point  seems  to  have 
been  raised  respecting  it.  Nor  does  there  appear  to  be 
any  similar  case  in  which  a  demand  came  in  question. 
In  Peirson  v.  Sorrel{b\  Pemberton  C.  J.  held  at  Nisi 
Prius  that,  if  legacies  be  given  by  will,  ^'  and  that, 
in  case  of  nonpayment,  the  legatees  may  enter  and 
enjoy  the  profits  of  such  and  such  land  till  satisfied," 
no  demand  is  necessary ;  for  it  is  no  forfeiture,  but  an 
executory  devise,  although  there  be  a  place  and  time 
appointed  for  payment.  In  HavergiU  v.  Hare  (c),  land 
was  conveyed  by  fine  to  the  use  that  a  grantee  of  a 
rent  might,  upon  its  being  in  arrear,  and  no  sufficient 
distress,  enter  and  enjoy  till  the  rent  should  be  satisfied: 
and  the  Judges  agreed  that  this  was  not  a  condition. 


1834. 
Doi  dem. 

BfASS 

agamU 
HoRiLsr. 


(a)  1  Lai.  170.    S.  C.  1  Saund,  1 12.  ».    Sid,  S93»  Z34.    Sir  T.  Rnym, 
135»  158.     1  Keb.  784»  915.     2  Keb.  SO,  184,  S7(\  295. 
(6)  2  Mow.  185.  (c)  CVo.  J?fc.  510.    First  question. 

3  £  3  but 
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1834.        but  a  limitation  of  an  use.     The  law,  though  it  incliDe 
~       against  a  penalty,  will  favour  a  remedy. 

Bun 

ogaifui 

HoMLxr.  Hoggins  for  the  defendant.     It  is  true  that,  inasmuch 

as  the  distress  itself  is  a  demand,  a  distress  might  have 
been  taken  in  this  case,  without  previous  demand,  but 
for  the  condition  expressly  requiring  it;  Com.  Dig.Rent^ 
(D.)  4.  But  it  is  clear  from  thi$,  that  the  devisor  meant 
the  forfeiture  to  accrue  only  after  demand  made,  and 
that  he  understood  that  it  would  be  so;  for,  in  the  case 
where  he  conceived  that  the  demand  was  not  necessary 
without  the  insertion  of  the  condition,  he  did  insert  iL 
His  meaning  plainly  was,  that  a  demand  should  be 
necessary  before  enforcing  either  remedy,  by  the  words 
of  the  devise  in  the  case  of  distress,  and  by  the  coiimon 
law  rule  in  the  case  of  the  forfeiture.  Lord  Coke  {Co. 
Lit,  201  b.)  says  (sect.  S2S.\  **  Where  our  author  saitb, 
if  the  rent  be  behind^'*  it  is  to  be  understood,  "  that 
though  the  rent  be  behind  and  not  paid,  yet  if  the  feoffor 
doth  not  demand  the  same,  &c.  he  shall  never  re-enter, 
because  the  land  is  the  principal  debtor ;  for  the  rent 
issueth  out  of  the  land,"  &c.  Now  the  present  case 
is  parallel  to  that  of  an  entry  for  non-payment  of  rent; 
for  the  money  is  to  grow  out  of  the  rent,  and  the 
annuitant  is  to  take  the  rent  till  the  arrears  be  satisfied. 
The  entry  produces  a  temporary  forfeiture,  and  must  be 
governed  by  the  same  rules  a&  if  it  produced  an  absolute 
forfeiture.  It  puts  an  end  to  the  tenant's  possession  of 
the  land  which  is  to  pay  the  annuity.  In  Com.  Dig. 
Rent,  (D.)  3*  it  is  said :  —  "If  there  be  a  lease,  and  a 
nomine  poena  for  non-payment  of  the  rent,  the  rent 
must  be  demanded  before  he  is  entitled  to  the  nomine 

jpotnaJ* 
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pcena."*    In  Dormei^s  case  (a),  it  was  said  that  re-entry        1834. 

might  be  for  default  of  payment,  without  demand,  ly       

special  consent  of  the  parties  s  which  was  acted  on  in         Biau 
Doe  dem.  Harris  y.  Masters  {b).     iUttledale  3.    There      ^0^. 
is  a  case  like  this  in  Dyer{c\  where  the  Judges  were 
divided.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court:  — 

This  is  an  ejectment,  brought  by  the  devisee  of  an 
annuity  under  the  will  of  the  last  owner  of  the  land. 
The  devise  was  in  the  following  terras:  (His  Lordship 
here  read  the  wilL)  And  the  question  was,  whether, 
the  annuity  being  unpaid  for  six  weeks,  a  demand  of  it 
was  necessary  before  the  right  of  entry  for  non-payment 
accrued.  At  the  trial,  my  brother  Alderson  nonsuited 
the  plaintiff  for  want  of  a  demand,  after  consulting  my 
brother  Patteson.  This  circumstance,  rather  than  any 
doubt  entertained  by  the  Court  on  the  argument,  made 
us  pause  before  we  came  to  a  decision.  But  we  have 
reason  to  believe  that  the  learned  Judge  who  presided 
at  the  trial  acted  from  no  strong  or  decided  opinion; 
and  the  judgment  I  am  about  to  pronounce  has  the 
concurrence  of  my  brother  Patteson. 

We  think  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  recover,  although 
no  demand  was  made,  on  the  principle  established  by 
many  authorities  cited  at  the  bar,  that  the  present  is  not 
a  case  of  forfeiture  for  non-payment  of  the  annuity,  but 
only  a  right  to  enter  and  receive  the  profits  till  the 
arrears  are  satisfied.  In  the  former  case,  a  demand  is 
necessary ;  in  {he  latter,  there  is  no  authority  for  saying 

(a)  5  Ftp.  40.  b.  (6)  8  A  j^  C.  490.  [e)  S  Dyer,  348.  a. 

S  £  4  that 
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]8d4«  that  it  is.  The  anonymous  case  quoted  from  Dyer  (a} 
appears  to  go  farther ;  for  it  is  there  decided  that  the 
heir  may  enter  for  non-payment  of  an  annuity  to  the 
devisee  of  it,  without  any  demand.  But  Parson  ▼. 
Sorrel  (b)  is  directly  in  point  Pemberton  C.  J.  held,  at 
the  Chelmsford  assizes,  that  if  legacies  be  given  by  will, 
and  that  in  case  of  non-payment  the  legatees  may  enter 
and  enjoy  the  profits  of  such  and  such  land  till  satisfied, 
no  demand  is  necessary ;  for  it  is  no  forfeiture,  but  a» 
executory  devise,  although  there  be  a  place  and  time 
appointed  for  payment.  The  reporter  adds, — "  So 
was  the  case  of  Tyrrel  v.  Classkk,  here.'*  This,  indeed, 
occurred  at  Nisi  Prius ;  but  it  is  the  ruling  of  a  great 
judge,  at  a  time  when  the  learning  on  subjects  of  this 
nature  was  in  daily  operation,  and  is  consistent  with  all 
the  authorities. 

The  nonsuit  must,  therefore,  be  set  aside;  and  our 
judgment  will  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

Postea  to  the  plainti£ 

(a)  3  Dyer,  348.  •.  (6}  2  £*ow.  185. 


Tue$day,  RoGERs  agamst  Smith  and  Another. 

Jynt  lOtb.  ^  ° 

(In  Error.) 

^h!^r^  £RROR  coram  nobis.— It  appeared  by  the  record 
Court  revened  that  an  issue  had  been  joined  between  the  plaintiff 

the  judgment,  i    i  r     j  • 

because  there     and  defendants  m  an  action  of  assumpsit,  and  tried  at 

vra«  DO  return        i         xr     # 

ofUieifttfnngM  the  Yorfc  assizes,  and  that  the  plaintiff  obtained  a 
sheriff  or  other  verdict,  and  judgment  thereon.  The  error  assigned  was 
pan*LTof  tbe*"^  ^  foUows :  —  "  That  the  writ  of  distringas  juratores  in 
So!!"Xl'l    ^^"^  '"^  P'^^  heiyi^iin  the  said  R.  K,  plaintiff,  and  the 

turned  and 

annexed  thereto.    Such  defect  is  not  cured  by  the  sUt.  21  Jm.  1,  c.  13. 

said 
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said  J.  S.  and  J.  P.  S^  defendants,  was  not  at  the  '18S4. 
return  thereof,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  said  Monday  the 
1 5th  day  of  April  (a),  or  on  any  other  day  or  time  whatso- 
ever, returned  by  the  sheriff  of  the  said  county  of  York^ 
or  by  the  under  sheri£^  or  by  any  other  officer  in  that 
behalf,  nor  was  there  any  panel  of  the  names  of  the 
jurors  in  the  said  writ  of  distringas  juratores  referred  to^ 
returned  and  annexed  thereto."  This  case  was  argued 
in  Easier  term  last,  April  22d  (&)• 

Alexander  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  omission 
to  return  the  distringas,  and  the  want  of  a  panel, 
are  objections  which  may  be  taken  after  verdict,  and 
are  good  ground  of  error.  Judgment  was  arrested  in 
Stainer  v.  James  (c),  because  the  sheriff's  name  was  not 
put  to  the  distringas  or  the  tales  awarded  upon  it;  for 
want  of  a  return  to  the  venire  or  distringas,  in  Becknam 
V.  Bye  {d) ;  and  for  want  of  a  return  to  the  venire,  in 

(a)  The  statement  on  the  judgment-roll,  after  the  Tenire,  and  con- 
tinuances by  vicecomes  non  misU  brevet  proceeded  as  follows :  —  "  After- 
wards the  process  thereof  u  continued  between  the  parties  aforAaid 
of  the  plea  aforesaid,  by  the  jury  being  respited  between  them  before  our 
Lord  the  King  at  Westminster,  until  Monday,  the  15th  day  of  jlpril  next, 
unless  his  Majesty's  justices,  assigned  to  take  the  assises  in  and  for  the 
county  of  York,  shall  first  come  on  Satvrdayt  the  Sd  day  of  March  next, 
at  the  castle  of  York  in  the  said  county,  according  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  for  default  of  the  jurors,  because 
none  of  them  did  appear.  At  which  day,  before  our  said  Lord  the  King 
at  Westminster  aforesaid,  comes  the  said  plaintiff*  by  his  attorney  afore- 
said ;  and  the  said  justices  before  whom  the  said  record  was  tried  have 
sent  hither  their  record  had  before  them  in  these  words,  to  wit :  —  After- 
wards, that  is  to  say,  on  the  day  and  at  the  place  within  contained, 
before,*'  &c.  (the  judges  of  assize),  «  come  as  well  the  within  named 
plaintiff  as  the  within  named  defendants,  by  tbeir  respective  attornies  also 
within  named,  and  the  jurors  of  the  jury  whereof  mention  is  above  made 
also  come,  who  to  speak  the  truth,'*  &c. 

(6)  Before  Lord  Denman  C  J*,  Littledale,  Parke,  and  Patteson  Js. 

(c)  Cro.  £lix,  31 1.  (d)  Cro.  Elix.  587. 

Ackeridge 
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1834.  Acieridge  v.  Conham{a).  In  Blodwell  y.  Edwards  {b)j 
where  the  sheriff's  name  was  not  added  to  the  return 
of  the  habeas  corpora,  or  of  the  decem  tales,  and  in 
Buckle  V.  Scarth  (c),  where  no  return  appeared  upon  the 
habeas  corpora,  so  that  it  was  *^  album  breve"  the  omission 
was  held  to  be  error ;  so  was  the  omission  of  a  return  to 
the  venire,  in  Young  v.  Watson  {d) ;  and  in  Wilby  v. 
Quinsetf  {e\  a  new  venire  was  awarded  because  the  habeas 
corpora  was  returned  album  breve.  In  Holdemorfk  y. 
Proctor  (^),  the  omission  of  the  sheriff's  name  on  the 
distringas  was  held  not  to  be  amendable,  and  a 
venire  de  novo  was  ordered.  In  Crowder  v.  Rooke  {h\ 
where  the  record  of  nisi  prius,  habeas  corpora,  and 
jurata,  were  made  up  for  a  wrong  day  of  trial,  the  plain- 
tiff, who  had  had  a  verdict,  was  not  allowed  to  amend, 
and  the  Court  awarded  a  venire  de  novo.  An  erroneous 
return  of  jurors  on  the  panel  was  held  to  be  ground  for 
setting  aside  the  verdict  in  Brotwn  v.  Johnston  (f ),  not- 
withstanding the  statute  21  Jac.  I.e.  IS.  The  statutes 
of  jeofails  and  amendment  do  not  apply  to  such  cases ; 
th6  act  18  Eliz.  c.  14.,  the  authorities  upon  which  are 
collected  in  Bac.  Abr.^  Amendment  (B.)  {k\  enacts  that 
judgment  shall  not  be  stayed  or  reversed  after  verdict  '*  by 
reason  of  any  imperfect  or  insufficient  return  of  any 
sheriff  or  other  officer:"  but  here  no  return  appears.  By 
21  Jac.  1.  c.  IS.,  the  want  of  a  return  upon  any  writ  of 
venire  facias,  habeas .  corpora,  or  distringas,  is  cured 
after  verdict,  ^^  so  as  a  panel  of  the  names  of  jurors  be 
returned  and  annexed  to  the  said  writ ; "  but  here  no 

(a)  3  BvUt.  22a  (6)  Cra.  Elix.  509. 

(c)  1  RoUe's  Rep.  295.  (<l)  Cited  in  Roc  t.  Perry,  5  T.  R.  467. 

(e)  Hob.  ISO.  (5th  cd.  1724.) 

(g)  Cro.  Jac  188.  (A)  2  JriU.  144. 

(i)  RtUL  N.  P.  324.  (Ir)  Vol.  i.  p.  197.  7th  ed. 

panel 
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panel  is  returned  or  annexed  to  the  distringas.  The 
Stat.  3  G.  2.  c.  25.  s.  8«,  clearly  required  that  a  panel 
should  be  annexed  to  the  distringas  as  well  as  to  the 
venire ;  and  this  regulation  is  continued  by  6  6.  4. 
c.  50.  5.  15. 

Archbold  contra.  The  cases  cited  are  distinguishable 
from  this,  and  are  not  sufficient  to  establish  that  the 
want  of  a  return  upon  the  distringas,  or  of  a  panel 
annexed  to  it,  is  error.  In  BlodweU  v.  Edwards  {a\  a 
distringas,  with  a  decern  tales,  had  been  awarded  for 
want  of  jurors;  that  was  in  the  nature  of  a  venire  facias, 
and  ought  to  have  been  returned  into  court  before  the 
day  at  Nisi  Prius.  The  case  was  within  the  mischief  of 
Stat.  42  Ed.  3.  c.  11.  So  in  Becknam  v.  Bjfe{b\  'it  was 
sufficient  ground  for  arresting  the  judgment  that  the 
venire  facias  was  not  returned ;  that  was  the  objection 
which  prevailed  in  Rcndand^s  Case{c).  The  same 
observation  applies  to  Ackeridge  v.  Conham  (J),  and 
Young  V.  Watson  {e).  The  statement  of  Wilby  v.  Qttin^ 
set)  {g)  is  very  short,  and  cannot  be  much  relied  upon. 
In  Brcnm  v.  Johnston  (A),  there  was  a  variance  between 
the  returns  to  the  venire  and  habeas  corpora.  Cramder 
V.  Rooke  (t)  was  also  a  distinguishable  case;  it  appeared 
there,  by  the  record,  that  the  day  of  Nisi  Prius  had 
gone  by  when  the  cause  came  on,  and  consequently  that 
there  was  no  authority  to  try.  Holdesworth  v.  Proctor  (*) 
seems  to  have  proceeded  upon  an  unauthorised  applica- 
tion of  Rowland*s  Case  (c),  the  decision  being,  that  the 

(a)  Cro,  EUx.  509.  (6)  Cro.  J?&.  587. 

(c)  5  Rep.  41.  b.  {d)  S  Btdsi.  SSa 

(e)  Cited  5  T.  R.  462,  (g)  Hob.  ISO.  (5th  ed.  17S4.) 

(4)  Bull.  N.  P.  384. 

(0  8  WUt.  144.     See  ChUd  y.  Harvey,  I  Salk.  48. 

(k)  Cro.  Jac.  188. 

want 
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1834.       want  of  a  proper  return  to  the  distringas  was  fatal, 
althouirh  there  was  a  sood  venire,  and  it  being  assumed 

Rogers  ...  . 

agauui  that  a  defect  in  the  distringas  was  all  one  with  a  defect 
in  the  venire.  But  that  is  not  so.  The  venire  is  the 
process  without  which  the  sheriff  would  not  have  autho- 
rity to  summon  the  jurors  at  all.  The  distringas  is  very 
different.  ^  When  that  issues,  the  sheriff  has  already 
received  his  authority,  and  by  virtue  of  it  has  sum- 
moned and  returned  jurors;  the  distringas  is  merely 
to  oblige  him  to  have  them  in  court  at  a  particular 
time.  In  4  Bac.  Abr.^  Juries  (I.)  (a),  it  is  said, —  <<  So 
if  there  be  no  venire  facias,  or  if  there  be  such  a 
fault  in  the  venire  as  makes  it  a  perfect  nullity,  so  that 
it  has  no  relation  to  the  cause,  yet  if  there  be  a  good 
distringas^  that  being  one  of  the  jury  process,  the  omis- 
sion of  the  former  is  cured ;  for  the  omission  of  any 
judicial  writ  is  aided  by  the  statutes,  and  a  venire  that 
is  a  nullity,  and  has  no  relation  to  the  cause,  is  as  if 
there  had  not  been  any ;  and  so  of  a  distringas^  vAere 
there  is  a  proper  venire : "  and  authorities  are  cited  in 
support  of  these  positions.  Again,  it  is  there  laid  down  (i) 
that  the  omission  of  the  sheriff  to  return  the  venire 
or  set  his  name  on  the  back  of  it,  though  formerly  not 
amendable,  is  now  helped  by  stat  21  Jac.  1.  c.  15.,  so 
that  a  panel  of  the  jurors  be  returned  and  annexed  to 
the  writ.  And,  it  is  said  (c),  "  If  the  day  when,  and 
place  where,  the  assize  was  to  be  holden,  is  not  men- 
tioned in  the  distringas,  it  shall  be  amended  by  the  roll ; 
for  if  there  had  been  no  distringas,  the  trial  had  been 
good,  because  the  jurata  is  the  warrant  to  try  the  cause, 
and  that  was  right."  In  Philips  v.  Philips  (rf),  the 
objection  was  taken,  that  *^  The  venire  facias  and  habeas 

(a)  Vol.  £▼.  p.  58S.  (7Ui  ed.  1832.)  {b)  Page  585. 

(c)  Ftige  587.  (<Q  AndmnU  Sep.  S48. 

corpora 
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corpora  are  not  well  returned;  for  on  the  venire  the  1834. 
jury  do  not  appear  to  have  been  summoned;  and  it  " 
does  not  appear  on  the  other  writ  that  they  were  agahiu 
attached  by  pledges/'  To  which  one  answer  was, — 
''  As  to  the  return,  there  can  be  no  other  than  one 
general  return  since  the  balloting  act  (a) : "  and  the 
Court  were  inclined  to  affirm  the  judgment  In  Com. 
Dig.j  Amendment  (G.)  1.,  it  is  said:  —  **  If  the  return 
upon  a  venire  facias  was  right,  but  the  return  upon  the 
habeas  corpora  or  distringas  was  defective,  it  was 
amendable  by  the  stat.  18  Eliz.  14/'  — «'So,  if  there 
was  no  return  upon  the  habeas  corpora  or  distrin- 
gas; for  the  venire  facias  is  the  principal  process, 
R,  1  Bal.  204.  I.  15.  25."  — "But  if  there  was  no 
return  upon  the  venire  facias,  it  was  not  amendable  till 
the  Stat.  21  Jac.  IS.  R.  1  Bol.  204.  L  10."  In  an 
Anonymous  case  (6),  however,  before  21  Jac.  1.,  it  is  said 
to  have  been  holden,  "  that  if  there  be  no  venire  facias, 
nor  habeas  corpora,  yet  if  the  sheriff  do  return  a  jury, 
the  same  is  helped  by  the  statute  of  Jeofailes."  In 
Faookes  y.  Childe  {c)  (14  Jac.  l.}?  Haidgkton  J.  said, — 
*^  If  the  distringas  be  album  breve,  it  hath  been  adjudged 
that  this  shall  be  aided  by  the  statute;"  and  Dad" 
dridge  J.  there  held,  that  if  there  had  been  no  distringas 
returned,  the  defect  would  have  been  cured,  after  trial, 
by  sUt«  32  H.  8.  c.  SO.  And  in  Churcher  v.  Wright  {d) 
(15  Jac.  1.),  after  verdict  it  was  moved,  in  arrest  of  jud^^ 
ment,  that  the  distringas  was  blank,  and  had  no  return  or 
sheriff's  name ;  but  the  venire  being  well  returned,  and  the 
distringas  being  of  the  right  jurors,  the  Court  held  that 

(a)  S  6.  8.  c.  S5. 

{b)  Chdb.  194.     But  Me  MiHon  ▼.  Peanejf,  I  Brouml.  f  GnlUleM.  78. 

(c)  ZB^dd.  ISa     Cro.  Jac.  996.  (iQ  Ov.  Jse.  44S. 

it 
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I8S4.        it  was  amendable:  and  they  distinguished  the  case  from 
Bamland^s  Case  (a),  because  there  "  the  sheriff's  name 

[BOOKU 

agttinM  was  Wanting  upon  the  venire  facias,  which  guides  the 
residue  of  the  process."  Since  the  statute  ofjames^  there 
appears  scarcely  an  instance  in  which  the  objection  has 
been  taken,  except  in  Philips  v.  Philips  (6),  and  another 
in  the  same  book  (c). 

Then  as  to  the  operation  of  the  statutes.  By  18  Elix. 
c.  14.,  it  is  enacted,  that  judgment  shall  not  be  stayed 
or  reversed  after  verdict,  '^  by  reason  of  any  deiault  in 
form,  or  lack  of  form,  touching  false  Latin,  or  variance 
from  the  register,  or  other  defaults  in  form,  in  any  writ 
original  or  judicial,  count,  declaration,  plaint,  bill,  suit 
or  demand,  or  for  want  of  any  writ  original  or  ju« 
dicial,"  8lc.  A  distringas  is  one  of  the  judicial  writs 
here  referred  to,  and  the  total  want  of  such  writ  would 
be  remedied  by  the  statute;  a  fortiori^  the  want  of  a 
return.  The  stat.  21  «7.  1.  r.  13.,  after  reciting  the 
statutes  of  32  H.  8.  c.  30.  and  18  £/tz.  c.  14.,  enacts 
(sect.  2.),  that  no  judgment  shall  be  stayed  or  reversed 
after  verdict  *<  by  reason  that  the  venire  facias,  habeas 
corpora,  or  distringas,  is  awarded  to  a  wrong  officer,"  &c 
<^  or  by  reason  that  there  is  no  return  upon  any  of  the  said 
writs,  so  as  a  panel  of  the  names  of  jurors  be  returned 
and  annexed  to  the  said  writ."  The  want  of  a  return, 
therefore,  to  the  distringas,  as  well  as  to  other  writs,  is 
expressly  cured  by  this  statute.  The  proviso  as  to  a 
panel  does  not  apply  to  the  writ  of  distringas.  The 
words  of  the  statute  of  James  are,  *^  so  as  a  panel  be  an- 
nexed to  the  said  writ,**  not  writs.  When  that  statute 
passed,  there  was  but  one  writ  to  which  it  could  be 

(a)  S  Rep,  ^l,b.  {b)  Andu  248. 

(c)  French  t.  WUtMre,  Andr.  67,  99. 

requisite 
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requisite  that  a  panel  should  be  annexed^  namely,  the  18S4. 
venire.  The  annexation  of  a  panel  to  the  venire,  to  be 
returned  before  the  sittings  of  nisi  prius,  was  required  by  agamn 
the  Stat.  42  Ed.  3.  c.  11.;  but  it  does  not  appear  ever  to 
have  been  necessary  to  return  the  distringas  at  all,  until 
the  provisions  in  35  H.  8.  c.  6.  5.  4.,  for  returning  issues 
upon  the  distringas ;  the  practice  on  which  subject  was 
further  regulated  6y  27  Eliz.  c.  7.  s.  2.,  4;&  SW.^M^ 
c.  24f.  s.  15.,  and  other  statutes.  In  a  case  before  the  stat. 
H.  8.  it  appears  to  have  been  laid  down  by  Hussey  C.  J., 
that  if  the  sheriff  had  returned  no  writ  of  distress,  and 
the  jury  had  appeared,  they  should  have  been  sworn ; 
Bro.  Abr.y  Betome  de  Briefe^  pi.  86. ;  Vin.  Abr.^  Trials 
(T.  e.)  pi.  13.  note.  The  necessity  of  returning  a  panel 
with  the  distringas  as  well  as  with  the  venire,  arose  from 
the  practice  of  summoning  other  jurors  upon  the  dis- 
tringas than  those  returned  upon  the  venire;  but  since 
the  statutes  3  G.  2.  c.  25.  5.  8.  and  6.  G.  4.  c.  50.  s.  15. 
have  directed  that  the  same  jurors  shall  be  summoned  on 
each,  the  necessity  no  longer  exists ;  and  although  those 
statutes  direct  that  a  panel  of  the  names  of  the  jurors  shall 
be  annexed  to  the  writs  respectively,  the  object  of  that 
provision,  as  it  regards  the  distringas,  is  to  save  the 
inseirting  of  all  the  names  in  the  body  of  the  writ,  and 
not  to  make  it  indispensable  that  a  second  panel  should 
be  returned.  The  words  of  the  statute  6  G.  4.  c.  50.  5. 15. 
show  that  the  annexing  of  the  panel  to  the  distringas  is 
not  considered,  in  that  act,  as  the  business  of  the  sheriii^ 
but  of  the  officer  of  the  court,  who  issues  the  process ; 
for  it  is  said  that,  in  the  writ  of  distringas  subsequent  to 
the  venire,  it  shall  not  be  requisite  to  insert  the  names 
of  all  the  jurors  contained  in  the  panel  to  the  venire, 
*^but  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  insert  in  the  mandatory 

part 
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18S4*  part  of  such  writs  respectively,  *  the  bodies  of  the  several 
persons  in  the  panel  to  this  writ  annexed  named,'  or 

agfiinu  words  of  the  like  import ;  and  to  annex^to  such  writs 
respectively  panels  containing  the  same  names  as  were 
returned  in  the  panel  to  such  venire  facias,"  &c. ;  '*  and 
that  for  making  the  returns  and  panels  aforesaid,  and 
annexing  the  same  to  the  respective  writs,  the  ancient 
legal  fee  and  no  other,  shall  be  taken."  The  panel  is 
considered  as  annexed  when  the  distringas  issues,  and  as 
parcel  of  it.  If  the  present  application  succeed,  the 
award  must  be  of  a  venire  de  novo  :  but  that  is  the  pro- 
cess applicable  to  a  mistrial ;  and  an  error  like  this,  in  a 
return  made  long  after  the  trial,  cannot  make  the  trial 
itself  bad.  [^Littledale  J.  The  trial  goes  for  nothing, 
unless  there  be  a  proper  return  to  this  court.] 

Alexander  in  reply.  The  authorities  referred  to  on 
the  other  side  do  not  shew  the  distinction  contended  for 
between  the  venire  facias  and  distringas;  nor  do  the  pas- 
sages cited  from  Bac*  Abr,y  Juries  (I.),  or  the  authorities 
there  given  in  the  margin,  bear  out  the  propositions  for 
which  they  are  referred  to.  In  Philips  v.  Philips  {a) 
no  judgment  was  given.  In  Churcher  v.  Wright  {b\  the 
distringas  was  blank,  and  was  held  amendable,  the 
venire  being  well  returned ;  but  it  is  consistent  with  the 
facts  stated,  that  the  distringas  may  have  had  a  panel 
annexed,  which  would  distinguish  the  case  from  this. 
It  is  contended  that  the  words  ^*  for  want  of  any  writ 
original  or  judicial,"  in  stat  18  Eliz.  c.  14.  s.  1.,  cure 
the  want  of  a  return  to  the  distringas ;  but  if  so,  there 
would  have  been  no  occasion  for  the  clause  of  21  Jac.  1. 
c.  IS.  5.  2.,  which  remedies  that  very  defect,  but  with 

(a)  Jndr.  248.  (6)  Oo.  Jocw  449. 

the 
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the  proviso  that  the  writ  have  a  panel  annexed.  That  1834. 
proviso^  by  its  terms,  attaches  to  each  of  the  writs 
before  named ;  if  **  any  of  the  said  writs"  be  without  a 
panel,  the  statute  does  not  aid  it.  The  stat.  6  G«  4.  c.  50. 
s.  15.  directs  the  sherifi^  on  his  return  of  every  venire 
facias,  to  annex  a  panel  to  the  writ,  containing  the  jurors' 
names ;  and  enacts  that  in  the  distringas,  &c.,  it  shall 
not  be  requisite  to  insert  the  names  of  all  the  jurors 
contained  in  the  panel,  but  it  shall  be  sufficient  to 
insert  in  the  mandatory  part  of  such  writs,  certain 
words,  and  to  annex  to  such  writs  panels  containing  the 
same  hames  as  were  returned  in  the  panel  to  the  venire 
facias.  That  clearly  implies  that  it  is  the  sheriff's  duty 
to  annex  the  panel  to  the  distringas. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Demman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. 

This  was  a  writ  of  error  coram  nobis  to  reverse  a 
judgment  on  the  ground  that  the  writ  of  distringas  jura- 
tores  was  not  returned,  nor  any  panel  of  the  names  of 
the  jurors  returned  and  annexed  to  the  writ.  It  was  ar- 
gued on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  the  defect  was 
matter  of  error  at  common  law,  and  not  cured  by  any 
of  the  statutes  of  Jeofails.  For  the  plaintiff  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  want  of  a  return  was  cured  by  the 
statutes  18  Eliz.  c.  14.,  ond  21  James  1.  r.  13.,  and  that  no 
panel  was  requisite  prior  to  3  G.  2.  c.  25.  s.  8. 

Several  cases  were  cited,  which  sufficiently  establish 
the  position,  that  the  want  of  a  return,  or  a  defective  return, 
was  error  at  common  law.  The  statute  32  H.  8.  c.  30.  was 
cited,  which  cures  many  things  after  verdict,  but  not  the 
want  of  a  return  to  the  jury  process.    Then  the  statute 

V0L.L  8F  IS  Eliz, 
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fioaiftt 


original  or  judicial ;  but  this,  it  plainly  appears,  has  been 

a^auui        construed  to  relate  to  writs  of  mesne  process,  and  not  to 

Miiva* 

jury  process.  Then  the  statute  of  31  Jac^  1.  f.  IS.  ex- 
pressly cures  certain  defects  injury  process;  it  does  not 
cure  the  want  of  a  writ  of  venire  or  distringas,  but  pro- 
vides that  after  verdict  no  judgment  shall  be  stayed  or 
reversed  by  reason  that  the  venire  facias,  habeas  corpora, 
or  distringas  is  awarded  to  the  wrong  officer ;  ^^  or  by 
reason  that  there  is  no  return  upon  any  of  the  said  writs, 
so  as  a  panel  of  the  names  of  the  jurors  be  returned  and 
annexed  to  the  said  writ."  This  clause  is  relied  on  as 
showing  that  the  distringas  need  not  be  returned  at  all, 
and  the  mention  of  a  panel  is  referred  to  the  venire  only, 
for  it  is  argued  that  in  the  reign  of  James  the  First,  no 
panel  was  annexed  to  the  distringas,  but  the  names  of 
the  jurors  who  were  returned  upon  the  venire  were  in- 
serted in  the  body  of  the  writ  of  distringas,  until  3  G.  2. 
r.  25,  which  made  it  unnecessary  to  insert  their  names  in 
the  body  of  the  distringas,  and  required  that  it  should 
refer  to  a  panel  to  be  annexed.  We  are,  however,  of 
opinion,  upon  an  examination  of  the  statutes,  that  the 
S  G.  2.  c.  25.  was  passed,  not  to  make  it  necessary  to 
annex  a  panel  to  the  distringas  as  a  new  thing,  but  to 
avoid  a  repetition  of  the  names  in  the  body  of  the  writ  as 
well  as  in  the  panel,  and  that  in  the  reign  of  James  a 
panel  was  annexed  to  the  distringas  as  well  as  to  the 
venire,  and  indeed  this  appears  from  the  case  of  Fawts  v. 
Child  (a),  {Anno  14  J.  1.)  in  which  mention  is  made  of 
such  panel.  The  statute  of  James  therefore  does  not 
cure  the  want  of  a  return  on  the  distringas  unless  there 

(a)  Cro,  Jac»  396» 

bft 
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be  a  pftnely  and  here  there  was  none.  And  looking  to  the        16S4'. 
woids  of  that  statute,  it  should  seem  to  apply  rather  to       ^ 
Ik^  wabt  of  a  formal  return  indorsed  on  the  writ,  than  to        ognnM 
an  oniBBioil  to  return  it  at  all,  and  then  the  meaning 
wooU  be  that  no  judgment  should  be  stayed,  by  reason 
of  a  blank  return,  provided  a  panel  be  annexed. 

In  this  ease  no  panel  is  annexed,  and  we  feel  ourselvelk 
obliged,  however  reluctantly,  to  hold  lihat  the  judgment 
b  erroneoos* 

Judgment  reversM. 


Doe  dem.  Thomas  Foster  agatnst  The  lEarl  Tuenh^ 

nT\  JunelOOu 

or  Derby. 


EJECTMENT  for  lands  at  Hw^tan  in  the  county  of  ^.  Wn«  "A^cl 
of  two  cloMty 

Lancaster.     At  the  trial  before  Alderson  J.  at  the  which  he 

cltimtd  M  heir 
LancaUer  Spring  assizes,  18349  it  appeared  that  the  at  law,  con- 

defendant  purchased  the  premises  in  dispute  in  1825,  Soih^."and 

from  Heniy  Foster^  who  claimed  to  have  become  en-  ^i,J^,ted' 

tilled   to  this  and  another  property  called   the   Croft  brou'htMtioot 

estate  (which  //.  F.  continued  to  hold),  as  heir  at  law  of  ejectment 

^  against  hint  fior 

to  Mary  Travers :  that  the  said  Maty  Travers  died  in  tue  premitea 

mpeciivcljr^ 
January  1823,  before   the  above-mentioned  purchase :  which  thcj  re. 

that  in  1826,  Thomas  Foster^   the  present  lessor  of  the  wm  again  db. 

plaintiff,  also  claiming  to  be  heir  at  law  to  Mrs.  Travers^  ^t^ain  ^    * 

brought  eject- 
ment against  him,  cUlmiog  the  same  premi«es  as  in  the  former  action^  and  by  the  same  titlcb 
On  the  trial,  i^.  cfi^red  to  prove  the  deposition  made  by  a  witness,  since  deceased,  upon 
the  trial  of  the  former  ^ectment  between  A,  and  C.  .*  Held,  that  the  erideooe  was  in« 
admrssible. 

llie  former  actios  of  ijcctment  between  i?.  and  €•  wav  called  on  for  trial  immediately 
dAer  thai  in  which  A*  obuined  a  verdict  against  C,  The  counsel  for  C.  in  the  second 
ascitmaot  said,  they  would  not  trouble  the  Court  in  this  case,  the  evidence  in  both  being 
ue  sAite.  but  would  conRont  to  a  verdict,  wliich  was  immediately  taken  for  the  plaintiff: 
Held,  that  this  could  not  be  considered  as  proof  of  an  agreement  between  the  parties,  that 
the  evidence  given  in  the  first  cause  should  be  considered  as  repeated  in  the  sceond ;  but 
that  the  paru  relying  oD  tiich  agrctment  mutt  ibcw  it,  tither  by  Ibe  Judge's  nolet,  or  bj 
toBM  other  distiiia  proof • 

8  F  2  brought 
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1834.       brought  actions  of  ejectment,  in  which  he  recovered  the 
.  premises  now  in  question  from  the  present  defendant, 

FuniR  and  the  Croft  estate  from  Henry  Foster :  that  the  de- 
The  Earl  of  fendant  and  Henry  Foster  afterwards  brought  two  ac- 
tions of  ejectment  against  ThomaSj  the  now  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff,  to  recover  back  the  said  premises  respectively : 
that  at  the  Lancaster  Summer  assizes,  1830,  the  two 
causes  stood  next  to  each  other,  Henry  Foster  being 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  first,  and  claiming  as  heir 
at  law  of  Mrs.  Travers^  and  the  now  defendant  being 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  second,  and  claiming 
through  Henry  Foster  as  such  heir  at  law :  that  H.  JP., 
the  l^sor  of  the  plain tifi^  obtained  a  verdict  in  the  first 
cause,  no  evidence  being  offered  for  the  defendant: 
that  the  witnesses  and  evidence  in  the  second  cause 
would  have  been  the  same  as  in  the  first,  except  only 
as  to  the  additional  fact,  in  the  latter  cause,  of  the  con- 
veyance from  Henry  Foster  to  the  present  defendant; 
that  the  defendants'  counsel  were  the  same  in  both;  that 
when  the  first  cause  was  over,  and  the  jury  sworn  in  the 
second,  the  counsel  for  the  then  defendant  and  now 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  said,  *^  they  would  not  trouble 
the  Court  in  the  second  case,  the  evidence  in  both 
being  precisely  the  same"  (except  as  above  mentioned}^ 
but  would  consent  to  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifl^  which 
was  accordingly  taken.  It  further  appeared,  that 
among  the  witnesses  examined  on  that  occasion  in 
Henry  Foster^s  ejectment  was  one  William  Foster,  and 
that  he  was  now  dead ;  and  at  the  trial  of  the  present 
cause,  in  which  the  same  premises  and  title  were  in 
question  as  in  the  former  ejectment  brought  by  Lord 
Derby,  it  was  proposed  to  read  as  evidence  for  the  now 
defendant  Lord  Derby,  a  short*hand  writer's  note   of 

the 
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the  examination  of  William  Foster  on  the  trial  in  1830.  18S4. 
The  learaed  Judge  thought  the  evidence  not  admissible, 
because  the  parties  in  that  cause  and  in  this  were  not 
the  same;  he  therefore  rejected  it,  and  the  plaintiff 
had  a  verdict.  In  the  following  term  a  rule  nisi  was 
obtained  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  grounds,  first,  that  the 
testimony  given  by  the  deceased  witness  in  tlie  cause, 
Doe  dem.  Henry  Foster  v.  Thomas  Foster^  was  legitimate 
evidence  in  the  cause  between  the  present  parties ;  and, 
secondly,  that  when  the  defendant's  counsel,  in  the 
cause,  Doe  dem.  Earl  of  Derby  v.  Tfiomas  Foster^  agreed 
to  a  verdict  being  at  once  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  it  was 
understood  that  the  evidence  in  the  preceding  cause 
should  be  considered  as  repeated ;  and,  consequently, 
the  evidence  of  William  Foster  had,  in  effect,  been 
given  in  a  former  cause  between  tlie  present  parties, 
and,  therefore,  ought  now  to  have  been  admitted. 

F.  Pollockj  Tomlinsorif  and  Addison^  now  shewed 
cause.  The  evidence  was  not  admissible.  To  make  it 
so,  the  parties  in  the  cause  in  which  the  evidence  was 
given  ought  to  have  been  identically  the  same  as  in  this, 
or  at  least  substantially  so.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff, 
here,  was  neither  party  nor  privy  to  the  cause  of  Doe 
dem.  Henry  Foster  v.  Thomas  Foster.  If,  indeed,  Henry 
Foster  bad,  in  a  former  action,  recovered,  against  Thomas 
Foster^  the  whole  property  constituting  the  Huyton  and 
Croft  estates,  and  afterwards  conveyed  the  latter  to  Lord 
Derby^  and  the  earl  had  then  brought  an  action  against 
Thomas  for  one  of  those  estates,  claiming  under  Henry^ 
there  would  have  been  a  sufficient  privity  between  Lord 
Derby  and  Henry  Foster  to  let  in  evidence  of  a  deposition 
made  on  the  former  trial.  But  the  estate  claimed  in  this 
S  F  S  action 
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1884.       action  is  no  part  of  that  recovered  m  the  cause  m 

"^"^       which  the  evidence  oF  the  deceased  witness  was  given* 
Doc  deni*  ,,  i«    • 

FofTsu        No  rule  of  law,  therefore,  sanctions  the  reading  of  tbae 

Hie^^Mrl  of    evidence  in  the  present  cause.     One  mode  of  trying  this 

^'^"^'       question  is  to  ask  whether,  if  evidence  had  been  given  for 

the  defendant  in  the  cause,  Doe  dem.  Henry  Foster  v. 

Thomas  Foster^  by  a  witness  who  had  since  died,  such 

evidence  could  have  been  read  for  the  present  lessor  of 

the  plaintiff,  against  Lord  Derby.    The  answer  would 

clearly  be  that  it  could  not,  because  Lord  Derfy  bad  no 

opportunity  of  cross-examining  the  witness  on  the  former 

trial.    Then  be  ought  not  to  use  evidence  given  under 

the  same  circumstances,  against  the  now  lessor  of  the 

plaintiff.     The  right  to  use  evidence  is  co-extensive  with 

the  liability  to  be  bound  by  evidence.     Here  there  b  no 

mutuality.    If  this  be  so,  the  only  remaining  question 

is,  whether  the  evidence  on  the  trial  of  Henry  Fosief^ 

ejectment  was,  by  consent  of  the  parties,  to  be  considered 

as  repeated  in  the  cause  immediately  following.    That 

is  a  question  of  fact :  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  denies 

that  any  understanding  was  come  to  at  the  trial  to  that 

effect;  nor  does  any  proof  of  it  appear.      The  Court. 

then  called  upon 

Jlexander^  Wightman,  and  Cowlings  contrjk.  Henry 
Foster  and  Lord  Derby  claimed,  in  the  two  former  eject- 
ments, by  precisely  the  same  title, — that  of /iimiy  Fos/er 
as  heir-at-law  to  Mrs.  TVavers.  The  same  evidence 
would  have  established  the  right  in  both  cases.  It  is  not 
necessary,  in  order  to  let  in  such  evidence  as  was  oflered 
here,  that  either  the  parties  or  the  land  should  be  iden- 
tically the  same  in  the  cause  wherein  the  evidence  is 
offered  as  in  that  wherein  it  was  originally  given.     This 

18 
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is  laid  down,  as  to  the  parties  and  form  of  action,  in        1834* 

1  Slark.  en  Ev.  p.  219.  2ded.  (a),  with  reference  to  the  _^ 
admissibility  of  a  former  verdict   in    evidence;    and       Footrr 


KinnersUy  v.  Orpe  {b)  is  there  cited,  where  ^'  in  an  action    The  Eirf  of 

for  a  trespass  in  the  plaintiff's  fishery,  a  verdict  for  the 

plaintiff  in  a  former  action,  against  one  who  justified  as 

the  servant  of  «7.  S^  was  admitted  in  evidence  agmnst 

the  defendant  in  the  second  action,  upon  its  appearing 

that  the  defendant  in  that  action  had  acted  by  the 

command  of  cT*.  S. ;  for  it  was  considered  that  J.  S.  was 

the  real  party  in  both  actions."     Again,  in  1  Siark.  on 

Etk  p.  233.  2d  ed.,  it  is  said  not  to  be  *^  necessary  that 

the  former  verdict  should  have  been  founded  upon  the 

same  precise  subject-matter,  provided  the  question  be 

the  same,  and  between  the  same  parties.''    Here  it  was 

substantially  so.     Lord  Derby  was  privy  in  estate  to 

Henry  Foster:  the  titles  of  both  depended  on  the  same 

evidence;   and  a  verdict  against  Henry  Foster  would 

have  been  conclusive  against  the  earl.     The  lands  in 

question  in  the  two  causes  were  parcels  of  one  and  the 

same  estate.    It  was  admitted  by  the  counsel  for  Thomoi 

Foster^  that  the  verdict  in  one  cause  was  decisive  of  the 

other,  the  evidence  in  both  being,  as  they  said,  precisely 

the  same.     In  Com.  Digy  Evidetice  (A  5.),  it  is  said 

that  **  a  verdict  in  another  action  for  the  same  cause 

shall  be  allowed  in  evidence  between  the  same  parties. 

So,  it  shall  be  evidence,  where  the  verdict  was  for  one 

under  whom  any  of  the  present  parties  claim."     Here 

the  cause  was  the  same  in  the  two  ejectments,   the 

interest  and  title  being  the  same,  though  the  parcels  of 

hmd  were  different.      [LiUledale  3.    No  authority  is 

(a)  8m  tb«  argil  nent  in  Wfif/U  ▼.  Dae  d,  Taikamt  uitk,  pp.  9. 1 1. 
\h)  SDoMif.in. 

3  F  4  given 
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1834.  given  for  the  second  proposition  in  Com.  Dig.']  It  is 
laid  down  in  Vin.  Abr^  Evidence  [A.  b.  76.},  pi.  1., 
that  '*  a  verdict  against  one  under  whom  either  plaintiff 
or  defendant  claims  may  be  given  in  evidence  against  the 
party  so  claiming*  Contr^  if  neither  claim  under  it" 
And  in  Vin.  Abn,  Evidence  [A.  b.  31.],  pi.  31.,  a  case 
of  7^  Earl  of  Bath  v.  Bathersea  (a)  is  cited,  where 
the  Solicitor-General  insisted,  that  '*  the  depositions 
which  were  read  against  my  Lord  Both  in  the  other 
cause,  are  no  evidence  in  this,  because  that  trial  is  not 
between  the  same  parties;  and  depositions  are  never 
evidence  but  where  they  are  mutual ;  and  this  defendant 
does  not  claim  under  any  one  that  was  party  to  the 
former  suit.  Curia.  They  may  be  read  because  the  de- 
fendant shelters  himself  under  the  other's  title."  [Lord 
Dentnan  C.  J.  That  case  is  not  stated  clearly  enough 
to  be  relied  upon.]  It  is  again  laid  down  in  Vin. 
Ab9\f  Evidence  [A.  b.  31.],  pi.  47.,  that  depositions  in  a 
former  cause  *^  where  either  plaintiff  or  defendant  were 
parties,  may  be  read  as  evidence  against  such  plaintiff 
or  defendant."  That  a  verdict  is  evidence,  though  not 
relating  to  the  same  lands,  if  it  were  on  the  same  point 
and  between  the  same  parties,  or  those  under  whom 
the  present  parlies  claim,  appears  from  Bidler^s  Nisi 
PriuSf  p.  232.,  where  Sherwin  v.  Clarges  (b)  is  cited. 
That  case  is  also  referred  to,  on  the  same  points,  in 
Gilbert  on  Evidence  (Lafffs  ed.),  p.  3L,  and  Bacoris 
Abridgment^  Evidenee^  F.  vol.  iii.  p.  255.,  ed.  1832.  But, 
independently  of  general  rules  of  law,  it  is  clear  from 
what  passed  when  the  two  ejectments  were  tried,  that 
the  evidence  given  by  William  Foster^  the  deceased  wit- 

(a)  5  Mod.  9.  (h)  MMotL  343.,  as  Oar^  v.  Skerwm. 

ness, 
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ness,  on  the  first,  was  admissible  here,  as  much  as  if  it        1^34. 

had  been  given  on  the  second  ejectment  to  which  Thomas 

Foster  and  Lord  Derby  were  actually  parties.     The 

second  case  was  suffered  by  the  then  defendant's  counsel    xbif^  of 

to  rest  wholly  on  the  evidence  given  for  the  plaintiff  in 

the  first.  The  objection  from  want  of  mutuality  does  not 

arise,  there  having  been  no  evidence  for  the  defendant. 

Any  witness  who  might  have  been  called  on  either  side, 

at  the  first  trial,  might  have  been  cross-examined  on 

the  second  if  the  parties  had  wished  it;  and  former 

depositions  of  witnesses  are  admissible,  if  '^  the  party  to 

be  affected  by  them  has  cross-examined  the  deponents, 

or  has  been  I^ally  called  upon  and  bad  the  opportunity 

to  do  so;''  1  Stark,  on  Ev.  264.  2d  edit.    In  Caxenove 

▼•  Vatigkan  (a).  Lord  Ellenborougk  says,  <<  The  rule  of 

the  common  law  is,  that  no  evidence  shall  be  admitted 

but  what  is  or  might  be  under  the  examination  of  both 

parties."—-  <*  But  if  the  adverse  party  has  had  liberty  to 

cross-examine,  and  has  not  chosen  to  exercise  it,  the 

case  is  then  the  same  as  if  be  had  cross-examined; 

otherwise  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  would  be 

made  to  depend  upon  bis  pleasure,  whether  be  will 

cross-examine  or  not;  which  would  be  a  most  uncertain 

and  unjust  rule." 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Supposing  that  there  is  no 
proof  of  a  particular  agreement  at  the  time  of  the  former 
trials,  to  consider  the  evidence  in  the  first  ejectment  as 
read  upon  the  trial  of  the  second,  I  think  the  deposition 
of  the  deceased  witness  was  not  admissible  in  this  case, 
for  the  reason  given  by  the  learned  Judge  at  nisi  prius. 

(a)  iu.ts.6. 

It 
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10M%       It  appears  to  me  perfectly  clear  that  there  is  no  sacfa  pri- 


Dh( 


▼ity  between  the  parties  to  the  present  ejectment,  and  Co 
the  ejectment.  Doe  dan.  Henry  Foster  v.  Thomas  Foster^  as 
lb? Ku4  ef  could  make  the  verdict  in  the  latter  evidence  in  this,  or 
wrarrant  the  reception,  in  this  case,  of  William  Foster's 
deposition  in  the  former  one.  In  Kinnerdey  v.  Orpe  (a) 
the  same  title  must  have  come  in  question  in  both 
actions.  We  have  felt  great  difficulty  in  this  case,  on 
account  of  the  understanding  which  is  said  to  have 
taken  place  between  the  parties  when  the  second  of  the 
two  former  ejectments  was  called  on  fbr  trial;  bat  I 
think  it  is  best  to  require  that,  where  any  such  matter  is 
relied  upon,  the  understanding  should  be  distinctly 
shewn :  the  burden  of  proving  it  here  lay  on  the  de- 
fendant, and  I  think  he  &iled  to  establish  it 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  also  think  that  the  evidence  was 
not  receivable.  A  passage  has  been  cited  from  Com. 
Dig.  Etndence^  A.  5.,  where  it  is  said,  that  **  a  verdict 
in  another  action  fbr  the  same  cause  shall  be  allowed  in 
evidence  between  the  same  parties.  So,  it  shall  be  evi- 
dence, where  the  verdict  was  for  cme  under  whom  any 
of  the  present  parties  claim."  But  that  must  mean  a 
claim  acquired  through  such  party  subsequently  to  the 
verdict  (£):  if,  as  it  has  been  now  argued,  the  rule  could 
be  extended  to  parties  claiming  other  lands  under  the 
same  title  previously  to  the  verdict,  the  effect  of  sudi 
verdict  might  be  carried  back  for  a  hundred  years.  None 
of  the  cases  support  such  a  proposition.  As  to  the 
second  point  made,  I  think  the  general  understanding 
relied  upon  by  the  defendant  was  not  sufficient  to  let  in 

(a)  S  Ihmgh  517.  (h)  Sec  Lock  ▼.  Norhonu,  S  Uod.  141. 

the 
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the  eTidence  in  question.  If  the  parties  on  the  former  MMb 
occasion  consented  that  the  evidence  given  at  the  first 
trial  should  be  considered  as  read  on  the  second,  a  minute 
to  that  eflfect  might  have  been  made  upon  the  Judge's  T^vHa  «r* 
notes:  but  none  appears.  The  mere  understanding  of 
the  parties,  as  it  is  alleged  here,  cannot  be  relied  upon 
as  an  agreement  Then  the  evidence  of  the  deceased 
witness  comes  before  us  merely  as  evidence  given  upon 
a  trial  between  diflerent  parties  from  those  in  the 
present  cause.  Kinnerdey  v.  Orpe  {a)  does  not  apply. 
There  the  defendant  in  each  cause  justified  as  the  ser- 
vant of  Dr.  Cotton^  and  he  was  the  real  defendant  in 
both  actions.    The  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Taumton  and  Williams  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged  (A). 

(6)  The  present  Earl  of  Derby  ■fterwards  brought  another  ijectment 
sgahMt  TkomatFoder  foft  the  premiMa  claimed  in  the  abore action,  Iftpng 
the  liamiwa  in  the  nameaof  iremy  i^MMr,  and  of  the  late  and  preaantceri. 
At  the  trial  before  JUderum  B.,  at  the  LancoMier  Spring  aaiiiet,  18S5,  the 
abore-aientioned  eimmination  of  the  deceased  witnen,  WiUiam  Tw/ter^ 
was  offered  in  evidence  ftur  the  plaintiff,  on  the  counta  \vpx%  the  demiaei 
in  the  name  of  Btmn^  FoUer.  This  was  objected  to  on  behalf  of  the 
dcfendafit,  inasmuch  as  the  trial  on  which  that  examination  was  talcen 
iclatad  to  the  property,  late  Mm.  Trtaien%  at  Crofi,  whereas  the  present 
actioii  wns  for  the  land,  fimnerly  her's,  at  Hy^flon^  a  different  property. 
The  learned  Judge,  without  hearing  counsel  in  answer  to  the  objection, 
sud  that  he  had  no  doubt  of  the  examination  being  admissible,  the  ques- 
tion being  the  same  in  both  actions^  iii.  who  was  the  heir  at  law  of  Mn. 
TVoeen.  (See  1  Stark,  on  Ev*  S2S.  Sd  ed.,  citing  Xeivu  ▼.  Chrffs, 
ant^  788.,  as  Sherwn  ▼.  Clarget.)  On  this  decision,  a  compromise  was 
offered  by  the  defendant,  and  acceded  to. 

CreaweB,  jIUannder,  Hlghimant  and  CowUng  for  the  plaintiff. 

Juk^filty  SInjt.  (A.  Qv  of  the  county  palatjae),  Tmi&mwi»  and  Jddir 
sen  for  the  defendapt. 
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^!^^       Lainsok,  Executor  of  Owen  Griffiths,  againsi 

JL  RGMERE* 


Id  an  action       'pjEBT  on  bond  for  1000/.,  made  to  the  testator  by 

upon  a  bond,        X^ 

appearing  upon  the  defendant.  The  defendant  set  out,  on  oyer,  the 

oyer  to  be  con* 

ditioncd  for  the  bond  and  condition.     The  bond  was  joint  and  several, 

nnt  of  certain    by  the  defendant  and  two  other  persons,  and  dated  the 

dted'iTthr      29th  of  OcU)ber  1809.     The  condition  recited,  that  by 

de^'Jedly^  ***   indenture  of  lease  bearing  even  date  therewith,  made 

limUnT  *ifi     between  Oxoen  Griffiths  (the  testator)  of  the  one  part, 

rent,  as  by  the    and  James  Trcmere  (the  defendant)  of  the  other  parl^ 
taid  indenture,  ^  ^  , 

&c  the  de-        Griffiths^  for  the  considerations  therein  mentioned,  de- 
fendant cannot 
plead  that  the     mised  Certain  messuages  and  premises,  habendum  to 

tioned  in  the  Tremere^  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for 

In^dimtim'  *  ^^''™  ^^  thirty-one  years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  170/., 

uinrent  lem*^"  payable  quarterly,  and  subject  to  certain  covenants,  &c 

in  amount  than  therein  contained,  on  tlie  tenants'  parts  to  be  performed, 

the  rent  men-  '  i  r  » 

tinned  in  the      as  by  the  Said  lease,  &c. :  and  the  condition  of  the  bond 
condition,  was 

menred,  and      was  Stated  to  be  the  payment  to  GriffUhs^  his  executors, 
that  such  less 

rent  has  been  &c.,  of  the  said  yearly  rent  or  sum  of  170/.  and  also  the 
performance  of  all  the  covenants,  &c.  in  the  same  inden- 
ture of  lease  contained  on  the  part  of  the  lessee,  tenant, 
or  assignee  to  be  performed,  &c. 

First  plea,  non  est  factum;  upon  which  issue  was 
joined. 

Second  plea.  That  the  indenture  of  lease  in  the  con- 
dition mentioned,  was  a  certain  indenture  of  lease  bear- 
ing even  date  with  the  said  writing  obligatory  in  the 
said  declaration  mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  &c.  (the  in- 
denture was  then  set  forth,  down  to  the  reddendum, 

rather 
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rather  more  fully  than  in  the  condition);  yielding  and  18S4. 
paying  therefor  yearly  and  every  year  during  the  said  term 
unto  the  said  Owen  Griffiths^  his  executors,  &c.  the  yearly  agamM 
sum  qflMl.  of  lawful,  &c.  And  the  said  defendant  did 
thereby  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  &c.  covenant, 
promise,  and  agree  to  and  with  the  said  Owen  GrijffUhsj 
his  executors,  &c.  (stating  a  covenant  by  the  defendant 
to  pay  the  said  rent  of  140/.  at  the  appointed  days). 
And  the  defendant  furtiier  alleged,  that  there  were  not^ 
nor  are,  any  other  covenants,  clauses,  provisoes,  con- 
ditions, or  agreements  in  the  same  indenture  of  lease 
contained,  which  from  and  after  the  execution  of  the 
said,  writing  obligatory  during  the  continuance  of  the 
said  term  by  the  said  lease  granted,  on  the  part  of  the 
lessee  therein  mentioned,  tenant,  or  assignee,  were  or 
ought  to  be  paid,  observed,  performed,  fulfilled,  or  keptr 
as  in  and  by  the  said  indenture,  &c.  The  plea  then 
alleged  that  the  defendant  entered  by  virtue  of  the  de- 
mise, and  was  possessed,  and  that  he,  from  time  to  time 
and  at  all  tiroes,  well  and  truly  paid  to  Owen  Griffiths  in 
his  life  time,  and  to  the  plaintiff  as  his  executor  since  hia 
death,  the  said  yearly  rent  or  sum  of  L40/.  at  the  daya 
and  times,  ftc,  and  in  the  manner  and  form  by  the  said 
indenture  limited  and  appointed,  &c.  according  to  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  indenture,  &c. 

Ueplication.  That  the  said  defendant  has  not  since 
the  making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  during* 
the  continuance  of  the  term  in  the  said  condition  thereof 
mentioned,  well  and  truly  paid  or  caused  to  be  paid  to 
the  said  plaintiff,  executor  as  aforesakl,  since  the  death 
of  the  said  Owen  Griffiths^  the  said  yearly  rent  or  sum 
of  noL  in  the  said  condition  mentioned,  according  to 
the  terms  thereof,  but. has  hitherto  n^lected,  Stc^    De-> 

murrer, 
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lBB4h  murrer,  SMigning  for  causes  that  the  plaintiff  bad  not 
answered,  traversed,  or  denied  the  material  allegations 
in  the  plea,  namely,  the  payment  of  the  140/.  in  the  man- 
ner and  form,  &c.  acbording  to  the  true  intent,  &c ;  but 
OD  the  contrary  had  alleged  a  breach  in  payment  of  a 
supposed  rent  or  sum  of  170/.  not  mentioned  in  the  said 
indenture;  and  also  that  the  replication  did  not  allege 
any  breach  of  any  covenant  in  the  said  indentara  of 
lease  mentioned;  also  that  the  plaintiff  bad  alleged  a 
supposed  breach  by  non-payment  of  a  certain  sap* 
posed  rent  or  sum  of  17<ML»  by  way  of  answer  to  the 
plaintiff's  allegation  of  performance  of  the  several  oofi&- 
nants  in  the  said  indenture  of  lease  mentioned,  which 
said  indenture  of  lease  was  in  and  by  the  plea  averred  to 
be^  and  in  fiict  was,  the  identical  lease  mentioned  in  the 
condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  so  by  the 
said  plaintiff  in  and  by  his  replication  to  that  plea  ad* 
mitted  to  be ;  and  also  that  the  subject-matter  of  the 
plaintiflTs  said  replication  was  unconnected  with  the 
covenant  of  the  said  defendant  in  the  said  indenture 
contained,  the  true  performance  whereof  was  by  the  plea 
expressly  alleged,  &c.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Third  plea.  That  the  said  indenture  of  lease  in  the 
said  condition  mentioned  was  a  certain  indenture^  ftc, 
being  the  same  indenture  of  lease  as  is  hereinbefore  in 
the  said  second  plea  mentioned,  &c.,  whereby,  &c.  (as 
before),  yielding  and  paying  therefor  yearly,  and  every 
year  during  the  said  term,  to  the  said  Owen  Qriffithsj 
his  executors,  &c.,  a  certain  yearly  rent  therein  men- 
tioned, and  that  the  said  rent  in  the  said  indenture  of 
lease  mentioned,  and  thereby  reserved  as  aforesaid,  was 
and  is  in  the  said  condition  of  the  said  writing  obliga- 
tory by  mistake  stated  and  sel  forth  to  be  lltil.  per 

annum 
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annuih  instead  of  140/.,  the  said  yearly  rent  in  the  said  16S4. 
indenture  of  lease  mentioned,  and  thereby  reserved, 
being  140/.  and  no  more,  and  no  other  rent  or  yearly 
sum  being  thereby  reserved  or  made  payable.  The 
plea  then  averred  payment  of  the  last-mentioned  rent, 
and  tliat  Owen  Griffiths  never  demised  the  premises  in 
the  said  indenture  and  in  the  said  condition  mentioned, 
or  any  other  premises  whatever,  to  the  defendant,  at  or 
under  any  greater  or  other  yearly  r«nt  than  the  said 
sum  of  140/i  Replication,  that  the  said  rent  in  the  said 
indenture  is  by  mistake  stated  to  be  140/.  instead  of 
170/.,  without  this  that  the  said  rent  in  the  said  con- 
dition of  the  said  writing  oUigatory  mentioned,  is  by 
mistake  stated  and  set  forth  to  be  170/.  per  annum  in- 
stead of  140/.  And  this,  &c.  (to  the  country).  Si- 
militer. 

Fourth  plea.  That  the  said  defendant  bath  from  time 
to  time,  and  at  all  times  since  the  making  of  the  said 
indenture  of  lease  in  the  said  second  plea  mendoned, 
being  the  same  indenture  of  lease  in  the  said  condition 
of  the  said  writing  obligatory  also  mentioned,  during 
the  continuance  of  the  said  term,  Slc^  hitherto  well  and 
truly  paid,  or  caused  to  be  paid,  unto  the  said  O.  G., 
his  executors,  &c.,  the  said  yearly  rent  or  sum  in  the 
said  indenture  of  lease  mentioned  and  thereby  reserved 
and  made  payable,  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  same  indenture  of  lease.  Replication, 
that  the  said  defendant  has  not,  since  the  making  &&, 
and  during  the  continuance,  &c.,  well  and  truly  paid, 
or  caused  to  be  paid,  to  the  said  plaintiff,  executor  as 
aforesaid,  since  the  death  of  the  said  O.  G.»  the  said 
yearly  rent  or  sum  of  170/.  in  the  said  condition  men- 
tioned, according  to  the  terms  thereof  but  has  hitherto 

neglectedy 
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1884.  neglected,  &c.  Rejoinder,  that  the  said  defendant  hath 
from  time  to  time^  and  at  all  times  since  the  niakinf^ 
&c.  (as  in  the  plea),  during  the  continuance,  &&,  well 
and  truly  paid,  or  caused  to  be  paid,  unto  the  said  O.  G^ 
and  his  executors,  the  said  yearly  rent  or  sum  in  the 
said  indenture  of  lease  mentioned  and  thereby  reserved, 
according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  same 
indenture  of  lease  and  of  the  said  condition  of  die  said 
writing  obligatory.  And  of  this,  &c.  (to  the  country). 
Demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  said  defendant 
has  not  alleged  any  new  matter,  nor  any  thing  mate- 
rially differing  from  the  allegations  in  the  last  plea: 
and  the  defendant  has  thereby  tendered  no  material 
issue,  and  has  not  denied  or  noticed  the  aIlq;ation  of 
the  plaintiff  in  his  replication,  that  the  defendant  bad 
not  paid  the  rent  of  170/.  in  the  condition  of  the  sud 
bond  mentioned.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  demurrers  were  argued  on  a  former  day  (Afigr 
SOth)  in  this  term  {a). 

R.  F.  Richards  for  the  defendant.  The  question  sub- 
stantially depends  on  the  goodness  of  the  second  and 
fourth  pleas.  The  bond  and  the  indenture  may  be  con- 
sidered as  constituting  one  instrument  The  defendant 
could  not  have  pleaded  performance  of  the  condition  of 
the  bond  without  setting  out  the  indenture;  Anonymous 
Case  in  Siderfin  (i),  Lewes  v.  BaU{c)^  Tapscot  v.  Wool* 
dridge{d)f  Cook  v.  Remington  {e\  Siibbs  v.  Clough{g\ 
Vinet's  Ahr.  Fait.  (O.  a.  2.)  pi.  4.     This  shews  diat  the 

(a)  Before  Lord  Dentnan  C  J.,  Liitledale,  TauHUn,  and  fTiUkmuJ^, 
(6)  1  Sid.  50.  pi.  18. ;  and  tee  note  (S}  to  Lord  jfrirngton  t.  MenidB, 
S  ITms.  Sound.  409. 

(c)  I  Sid,  97.  (d)  \  Sid.  495. 

{e)  6  Mod.  937.     S,  C.  2  Salk,  496.  (g)  1  Str.  997. 
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indenture  must  be  looked  to,  in  order  that  it  may  be       I834'. 
seen  what  the  defendant  was  to  perforni.     If  the  con-       ^ 
dition  were  simply  for  the  payment  of  the  I7O/.9  this        agmfol^ 
defence  could   certainly  not  be   set   up,  unless  fraud 
could  be  shewn;  but,  as  the  condition  mentions  the 
indenture,  the  Court  must  look  at  the  indenture.     It 
they  do  so  here,  the  pleas  shew  an  answer  to  the  de- 
claration ;  for  it  cannot  then  be  said  that  the  condition 
was  for  the  payment  of  1 70/. 

Dampier  for  the  plaintiff  The  question,  as  to  so 
much  of  the  record  as  is  now  before  the  Court,  is, 
whether  the  defendant  be  entitled  to  make  the  averment 
which  he  has  made.  The  question  whether  any  mistake 
was  made,  is  one  of  fact,  which  is  to  go  to  the  country. 
In  the  second  and  fourth  pleas,  the  defendant  confesses 
that  the  lease,  as  mentioned  in  the  condition,  is  at  a 
rent  of  170/.;  the  indenture  set  out  in  the  plea  is  not 
that  which  is  mentioned  in  the  condition,  and  the  de- 
fendant is  estopped  from  denying  that  the  indenture  is 
truly  set  out  in  the  condition.  The  estoppel  might 
have  been  replied,  but  it  may  be  insisted  on  upon  de» 
murrer,  where  it  arises  upon  the  pleadings;  and  it  is 
not  waived  by  the  plaintiff  replying  over.  The  inden- 
ture and  the  bond  constitute  a  double  security.  Thus, 
in  Cotierel  v.  Hooke  (a),  it  was  held,  that  where  defend- 
ant covenanted  to  pay  an  annuity,  the  deed  of  covenant 
reciting  a  bond  of  even  date  to  secure  the  payment  of 
the  annuity,  and  the  bond  had  become  forfeited  before 
a  discharge  of  the  defendant  under  the  insolvent  act, 
16  G.  3.  c.  38.,  (but  the  penalty  did  not  appear  to  have 

(11)  127oi«.  97. 

Vol.  {.  3  G  been 
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1884.  been  enfoFced,)  the  remedy  on  the  covenant  for  pay- 
ments due  subsequently  to  the  discharge  was  not  af- 
fected by  the  provisions  of  that  insolvent  act  If  the 
interpretation  of  this  condition  were  to  be  confined  to 
the  indenture,  as  set  out  in  the  plea,  there  would,  in 
effect,  be  only  one  security.  It  is  a  rule  that,  where  a 
recital  in  a  valid  deed  is  special,  of  an  act  which  is 
perfect  and  not  executory,  where  the  parties  are  private 
individuals,  and  no  fraud  is  alleged,  and  no  statute  or 
public  policy  contravened,  there  an  estoppel  shall  take 
effect;  consequently  the  defendant  here  is  estopped  from 
varying  the  effect  of  the  indenture,  as  recited  in  the  con- 
dition; Hilly.  JTie Manchester  Water  Works  Compant/(a)j 
and  the  authorities  there  cited  (i) ;  Rcmntree  v.  Jacob  (c), 
Stronod  v.  Willis  {d)y  Jermin  v.  Randall  {e\  Hosier  v, 
Searle  {g\  hampon  v.  Ccrlce  (A).  Even  if  the  issue  on 
the  third  plea  be  found  for  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
will  be  endtled  to  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  for 
the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  aver  against  the  con- 
dition admitted  upon  the  record,  as  appears  from  what 
is  said  in  Goddar^s  case  (0  and  Buckler  y.  Millerd  {k). 
The  effect  of  an  estoppel  is  to  prevent  a  party  from  plead- 
ing matter  which  may  be  true,  because  he  has  solemnly 
confessed  something  contrary  to  that  which  he  attempts 
to  plead:  the  plaintifTs  demurrer,  therefore,  does  not 
confess  the  truth  of  the  defendant's  plea,  but  denies  that 
such  plea  can  be  pleaded.  The  defendant  had  said 
that  the  indenture  was  one  by  which  170JL  is  reserved: 
an  indenture  by  which  14>0/.  is  reserved  cannot  be  that 

(a)  %B.iAd.  544.  (6)  Page  549. 

(c)  S  TaunJt.  141.  {d)  Cro.  EHsu  562. 

(e)  Lateh.  125.  .  {g)  SB.^P.  999. 

(fk)5B.ijiUL€06t  {t)2Bep.4.b. 


(k)  2  Fentr.  107. 
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indenture.  It  is  true  that  a  party  may  plead  such  1834. 
matter  in  discharge  as  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  re-  • 
cord :  thus^  if  the  record  here  did  not  shew  the  cove-  _againsi 
nants  in  the  indenture^  the  defendant  might  plead  that 
there  were  no  covenants,  HoUcrmays  case  (a);  but  he 
cannot  do  so  when  the  record  shews  the  covenants.  It 
is  true,  also,  that,  if  the  condition  refer  to  a  generality, . 
die  existence  of  it  may  be  traversed  in  the  plea ;  but  no 
traverse  can  be  taken  upon  a  particularity  averred  in 
the  condition,  as  here.  If  the  defendant  here  is  estopped 
by  the  condition  on  the  record  from  pleading  that  tliere 
was  no  indenture,  be  must  be  equally  estopped  from 
pleading  matter,  the  effect  of  which  is  to  shew  only  that 
there  is  no  such  indenture  as  that  recited  in  the  con*- 
dition ;  as  a  lessee,  who  is  estopped  from  pleading  that 
his  lessor  nil  habuit  in  tenementis,  cannot  plead  that  his 
lessor  conveyed  in  fee  before  the  lease.  Palmer  v. 
Ekins(b)»  In  Trevivan  v.  Lawrance{c\  a  scire  facias 
had  been  brought,  reciting  the  judgment  of  a  wrong 
term,  but,  on  nul  tiel  record  being  pleaded,  the  issue 
had  been  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  an  elegit  had 
issued :  ejectment  being  brought  by  the  plaintiff  in  the 
scire  facias,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant,  who  had 
also  been  defendant  to  the  scire  facias,  could  not  take 
advantage  of  the  variance.  The  very  object  of  the  ' 
bond,  in  the  present  case,  may  have  been  to  correct 
summarily  a  mistake  in  the  lease,  or  to  supersede  the 
necessity  of  proof  of  a  lease.  It  may  be  said  that  es- 
toppels are  odious ;  that,  however,  is  true  to  this  extent 
only,  that  they  shall  not  be  implied,  as  appears  by  the 

(a)  1  Mod.  15.  [h)  2  Ld.  Raym,  155a 

(c)  1  Salk,276.     S.  C  '2Ld.  Rojfn.  1036.  1048. 
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agamii 
Tesmsuu 


1884.  language  of  the  Court  in  Palmer  v.  £^fiis  (a).  It  may 
also  be  said  that  here  is  an  estoppel  against  an  estoppel, 
which  sets  the  matter  at  large»  as  laid  down  in  Co.  Lit. 
352.  b.  In  order  to  avail  himself  of  thb,  the  defendant 
should  have  plr^ded  the  estoppel  regularly,  which  would 
have  enabled  \..ie.  plaintiff  to  deny,  if  he  could,  the 
existence  of  the  /ecord  or  deed  relied  upon  by  the 
defendant  as  an  estoppel.  If  the  plaintiff  had  sued  on 
the  covenant  as  it  appears  in  the  indenture  set  out  in  the 
plea,  it  is  clear  that  he  could  have  claimed  only  WOL 
rent;  yet,  if  the  doctrine  of  mutual  estoppel  were  to 
prevail  to  the  extent  suggested,  he  might  have  sued  for 
170/.,  and  have  given  evidence  that  this  was  the  amount 
of  the  rent  really  covenanted  for,  since  the  bond  of  the 
defendant  would  have  prevented  him  from  confining  the 
plaintiff  to  the  sum  named  in  the  indenture,  and  the 
matter  would  have  been  set  at  large.  The  case  is  one 
for  a  court  of  equity,  where  there  is  a  mode  of  inquiring 
into  the  real  facts.  If  the  defendant  has  any  remedy  in 
this  Court,  it  is  not  by  pleading  but  by  affidavit,  which 
the  plaintiff  may  answer,  Mease  v.  Mease\b). 

R.  V.  Richards  in  reply.  The  fallacy  of  the  argu- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  consists  in  reducing 
this  to  a  question  of  estoppel :  the  real  question  is,  the 
meaning  of  the  parties.  If  their  intention  was  that  the 
covenants  in  the  indenture  should  be  performed,  the 
indenture  must  be  looked  at.  Now,  the  condition  does 
expressly  refer  to  the  indenture ;  and  that  indenture  is 
set  out  in  the  plea.  Since  the  statute  8  &  9  J^  3.  c.  1 1. 
s.  8.,  execution  could  not  have  been  taken  out  on  such 

(a)  S  Ld.  Raym.  USS.  (6)  1  Cncper,  47. 
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a  bond  as  this  without  referring  to  the  indenture.    The       1884. 
decisions  in   the  class  of  cases   to  which    Hosier  v.       - 

l4AiiraoN 

Searle  {a)  belongs,  are  inapplicable :  there  the  defend-      jigruiuf 
ant  pleaded  that  the  indenture  was  never  executed  at 
all ;  iiere  the  plea  merely  explains  the  meaning  of  the 
parties  in  a  contract  which  is  not  denied. 

Cur.  ado*  vulL 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court.  After  having  stated  the  pleadings, 
his  Lordship  proceeded  as  follows :  — 

It  appears,  upon  these  pleadings,  that  the  condition 
of  the  bond  is  to  pay  the  rent  of  170/.,  at  certain  times 
mentioned  in  the  condition,  and  to  perform  and  observe 
the  covenants,  conditions,  and  agreements  in  the  lease; 
and  then,  as  the  lease,  when  set  out,  shews  the  rent  to 
be  140/.,  the  question  is,  whether  the  payment  of  140/. 
constitutes  a  performance  of  this  part  of  the  condition 
of  the  bond,  or  whether  the  defendant  is  estopped  from 
shewing  that  the  rent  is  different  from  the  1*^02. 
mentioned  in  the  condition. 

The  first  point  to  be  considered  is,  whether,  upon  this 
bond,  the  defendant  would  be  estopped  from  saying 
there  is  no  such  lease  as  is  mentioned  in  the  condition. 

In  1  RoU^s  Abridgment,  872.(6)  it  is  said,  — "If 
the  condition  contains  a  generality  to  be  done,  the  party 
shall  not  be  estopped  to  say  there  was  not  any  such 
thing.  But  in  all  cases  where  the  condition  of  a  bond 
has  reference  to  any  particular  thing*  the  obligor  shall  be 
estopped  to  say  that  there  is  no  such  thing.'*  (c)  The 
same  rule,  as  to  generalities  and  particularities,  is  laid 

(a)  8AtP.S99.        (6)  BUeppttt^  (T.)  ^l  U        (c)  Ibid.  pL  7. 
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1834.       down  in  Strowd  y.  WiUis{a)j  and  ShelUy  v.  Wright  {b), 
—^       and  urged  in  argument  in  Hosier  v.  Searle{c\  and 

Lainson 

^fl(gaw«f  J?f7/  V.  The  Proprietors  of  the  Manchester  and  Sal/bri 
Water  Works  {d).  A  great  number  of  instances  are 
given  in  Rollers  Abridgment^  and  in  several  other  books, 
of  these  generalities  and  particularities.  And  amongst 
them,  as  more  nearly  applicable  to  the  present  case^  if  a 
condition  be  to  perform  the  covenants  of  an  indenture, 
the  obligor  is  estopped  to  say  there  is  no  such  inden- 
ture :  1  Boll.  Mr.  872.  {e).  So  also  in  JemdP%  case  {g\ 
Hollaoxii/s  case  (^)9  and  Hosier  v.  Searle{c).  In  the 
present  case,  the  condition  is  as  to  a  particular  thing,  as 
it  gives  the  date  and  all  the  particulars  of  the  lease. 
And,  by  parity  of  reason,  the  defendant  would  be 
estopped  from  saying  that  there  is  no  such  indenture. 

But  the  defendant  says  he  admits  that  he  is  estopped 
from  saying  there  is  no  lease  granted  to  him;  but  then, 
to  discharge  himself  from  the  bond,  be*  sets  out  the 
lease.  This  he  was  bound  to  do»  according  to  the 
established  rules  of  pleading,  and  as  more  particularly  de- 
tailed in  Cook  v.  Bemington  (t ).  That  was  debt  on  bond, 
with  a  condition  to  perform  covenants  in  an  indenture. 
The  defendant  craved  oyer;  and  the  C!ourt  held  that, 
where  one  is  bound  to  perform  covenants  in  an  inden- 
ture, in  an  action  on  the  bond,  the  defendant,  in  order  to 
discharge  himself  ought  to  shew  the  deed  to  the  Court, 
that  they  may  see  what  the  covenants  are.  And  the 
same  rule  is  laid  down  in  1  Siderfbiy  50.  Qc)  and  97.  (/)) 

(d)  Cro.  JSik.  362.  (»)  WlOeh  9. 
(c)  2B.i  P.  S99.  (d)  2B.J;  Jd.  549. 

(e)  EstoppeU  (P.)  pi  3.  {g)  I  BO.  R.  408. 
(A)  1  Mod.  15.  (0  6  Mod.  £37.     S.  C.  8  StOk.  498: 
{k)  Anon^mtmt  Cate.  (0  Lewet  v.  MalL 

which 
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which  have  been  cited.     And  the  whole  lease  being  set       1834. 
out,  the  defendant  contends  that  the  actual  lease  is  to       ' 

Lainsoit 

be  taken  as  a  further  description  of  the  lease  recited  in  ^s^ 
the  condition  of  the  bond,  according  to  what  is  said  by 
Holt  C.  J.  in  Evans  y.  Pawel  {a) ;  and  that  the  bond 
and  lease  are  to  be  taken  as  together  forming  one  instru- 
ment. And,  as  it  appears  by  the  lease  that  the  rent  is 
140/.  a  year,  the  defendant  says,  as  it  is  the  lease  which 
contains  the  real  contract  of  the  parties,  and  the  rent 
being  to  be  paid  for  the  occupation  of  the  land,  that  if 
be  has  paid  the  rent  stipulated,  he  has  performed  the 
contract  specified  in  the  lease,  and  it  is  therefore  an 
answer  to  the  action;  that  the  bond  does  not  shew  the 
contract  as  to  the  rent,  but  is  merely  given  as  a 
collateral  security  for  the  performance  of  the  terms  of 
the  lease :  and  if  he  has  performed  the  terms  of  the 
leasee  the  bond  cannot  be  enforced  against  him. 

But,  notwithstanding  this  argument,  we  think,  as  far 
as  the  bond  goes  in  a  court  of  law,  the  obligor  is 
estopped  from  saying  that  the  rent  was  not  170/.  a  year, 
because  his  shewing  the  lease  at  a  rent  of  140/.  is,  in 
effect,  the  same  thing  as  saying  that  there  is  no  such  lease 
as  is  stated  in  the  bond.  In  1st  BdU^s  Abridgments 
878.  (6),  there  is  a  case  oi  Fletcher  v.  Farrer^  as  follow^. 
*'  If  the  condition  of  an  obligation  be  to  do  certain  things, 
for  which  he  is  bound  in  a  certain  recognisance,  shewing 
the  certainty  of  it,  then  the  obligor  shall  be  estopped  to 
plead  that  he  was  not  bound  in  any  recognisance, 
inasmuch  as  the  condition  has  reference  to  a  particular. 
So  the  obligor,  in  the  case  aforesaid,  shall  be  estopped 

(a)  Gmb.  377.  (6)  EttoppeU  (P.)  pi.  10, 1 1. 
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1834.  to  plead  a  special  plea  by  which  he  owns  that  he 
acknowledged  a  thing  in  the  nature  of  a  recognisance^ 
but|  upon  the  special  matter,  it  appears  to  the  Court  it 
was  not  any  recognisance  in  law;  for  this  amounts  but 
to  this, — that  he  was  not  bound  in  any  recognisance/' 

Upon  what  appears  on  the  record,  there  is  no  doubt 
but,  if  an  action  of  covenant  had  been  brought  on  the 
lease,  only  140/.  could  be  recovered;  and  there  certainly 
is  an  apparent  incongruity  in  saying  that  different  sums 
are  to  be  recovered  according  as  the  proceeding  is  on 
the  bond  or  the  lease.  This,  however,  is  occasioned  by 
the  defendant  having  executed  two  apparently  inoon- 
sbtent  instruments.  And  we  think,  upon  the  pleadings 
now  under  consideration,  that  the  defendant  cannot  get 
rid  of  the  estoppel;  and  that  therefore  there  must  be 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 

(a)  Sm  Bowman  t.  Ta^,  Mkh.  T.  1854. 


Tiutdtnh^  Buck  against  Leb. 

Under  the  A  SSUMPSIT  for  goods  sold,  &c     Plea,  that  the 

thiitietfi ncuon  JljL 

oftiwloiolvent  plaintiff  had  taken  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act, 

(7  Oi  4.  c  57.)  and  had,  after  the  supposed  promise,  and  before  the 

die  imoivent      commencement  of  the  action,  assigned  all  his  estate, 
wiUpaHto  the 

I  aiBcnee*  although  it  has  been  eMigned  to  a  third  party  before  the  inaolTent*t 
Dt,  If  notice  of  mch  awgnment  waa  not  giTen  to  the  debtor  before  atich  im- 

nt 

A  plea  in  aaanmpnt  alleged,  that  the  debt  sued  upon  had  vested  in  the  pnmatonal  aa- 
■ignfflb  the  plaindiF  having  become  iniolvent,  and  having  executed  an  aMgnmeot  under  the 
act.  The  replication  alleged  an  aaiignment  lo  a  third  party  before,  the  tmpriioniDenty  for 
good  oonaideration :  Held,  on  general  demurrer,  that  the  replication  was  bad^  for  not 
Alleging  that  the  debtor  had  notice  of  auch  aasignment. 

eflfecta^ 
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efiects,  debts,  &c.  to  the  provisional  assignee^  which  18S4. 
assignment  vested  the  supposed  causes  of  action  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  and  the  sums  of  money  therein 
supposed  to  be  due,  &c.  and  the  plaintiflfs  right,  &c* 
therein,  in  the  said  provisional  assignee.  The  plaintiff 
replied,  that  before  his  imprisonment,  and  before  the 
assignment  to  the  provisional  assignee,  to  wit,  on,  &c», 
he  had,  pursuant  to  an  agreement  (set  forth  in  the  re- 
plication) assigned  by  indenture  certain  debts  due  or  to 
become  due  to  him,  the  plaintiff,  including  that  for  which 
this  action  was  brought,  to  William  Gustard^  in  just  pay- 
ment of  a  debt  owing  to  him  by  the  plaintiff,  and  had 
constituted  Gusiard  his  attorney  to  sue  for  the  debts  so 
assigned,  in  his  (the  plaintiff's)  name :  and  that  the  debt 
now  sued  for,  and  in  the  indenture  mentioned,  still  re- 
mained unpaid :  and  so  the  plaintiff  said  that  the  assign- 
ment in  the  plea  mentioned  did  not  vest  the  causes  of 
action  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  the  sums  of 
money  therein  stated  to  be  due  from  the  defendant  to 
the  plainti£^  and  the  plaintiff's  right,  &c*  therein,  in  the 
provisional  assignee  in  manner  and  form,  &c  General 
demurrer,  and  joinder.  The  demurrer  was  argued  in 
this  term,  June  6th  {a). 

Manning  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  statute 
7  G.  4.  c.  57.  5. 30.  (i),  makes  the  same  provision  as  to 

goods 

<a)  Bcfora  Lord  Denman  C.  J^  ZMtUdate,  Tauniom,  and  IP^/lomt  Js. 

(5)  Which  enacts,  That  if  any  person  who  shairpetition  the  said  court 
for  his  or  her  discharge  from  imprisonment,  under  this  act,  shall,  at  the 
time  of  his  or  her  arrest,  or  other  commencement  of  such  Imprisonmeti^ 
hj  the  consent  and  permission  of  the  true  owner  thereof,  have  in  his  or 
her  possession,  order  or  dispotttion,  any  goods  or  chattels  whereof  stfcfa 
piisonsr  was  npiited  owner,  or  whereof  he  or  she  had  taken  upon  him  or 

htr 
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1854.  goods  and  chattels  in  the  reputed  ownership  of  the  insol- 
vent, as  the  Stat.  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  5.  72.  makes  in  the  case 
of  bankrupts.  The  debt,  therefore,  in  this  case  would 
pass  to  the  provisional  assignee.  In  Dean  and  Another 
V.  James  (a),  a  question  exactly  analogous  to  this  arose 
upon  the  section  in  the  bankrupt  act  The  defendant 
in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  brought  by  two  joint  plain- 
tiffs, pleaded  the  bankruptcy  of  one,  and  the  assignment 
under  the  bankruptcy.  The  replication  alleged  an 
assignment  of  the  debt  by  the  bankrupt  plaintiff,  before 
the  bankruptcy,  to  the  other  plainti£^  by  virtue  of  which 
the  latter  became  solely  entitled,  and  it  averred  that  the 
action  was  brought  for  the  benefit  of  the  solvent  plaintiff 
only,  the  bankrupt  joining  merely  as  trustee.  Rejoinder, 
that  the  solvent  plaintiff  was  not  so  solely  entitled.  The 
plaintiffi  demurred,  but  the  replication  was  held  to  be 
bad,  for  not  shewing  that  the  defendant  had  notice  of 
the  assignment  from  the  bankrupt  to  the  other  plaintiff. 
The  same  objection  applies  to  the  replication  in  this  < 


Hoggins  in  support  of  the  replication.  Winch  v. 
Keelofip)  is  a  direct  authority  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff 
if  the  provision  in  the  insolvent  act  is  to  be  construed  in 
the  same  way  as  that  in  the  bankrupt  act  The  ground 
of  decision  in  Dean  v.  James  (a)  cannot  be  supported. 
Notice  is  merely  evidence  of  the  apparent  ownership 

her  Um  sale^  alteration  or  diipoaitioD,  as  owner,  the  same  ihall  be  deemed 
to  be  the  property  of  rach  prisoner  so  petitioning,  so  as  to  become  Tested 
in  the  provisional  assignee  of  the  said  court  hj  the  oonTeyance  and  assign- 
ment executed  in  pursuance  of  tfiis  act.  (The  section  then  makes  a 
■pedal  provision  for  the  case  of  the  transfer,  &c  of  a  ship.) 

(a)  1  Nev,  f  Jf.  892.,  and  Nouat  the  end  of  this  case.  &  C  not  &  P. 
^B.^  Ad.  546. 

(6)  IT.  R,  619. 

being 


(o)  1  r.  B.  619.  (1787).  (6)  8  T.  Jl.  140. 

(c)  5^.  4tP.40. 
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being  out  of  the  assignor.  If  notice  had  been  given  to  18S4, 
every  one  except  the  defendant,  could  it  be  said  that  the 
insolvent  was  still  the  repnted  owner  ?  There  was  no 
averment  of  any  notice  in  Winch  v.  Keelei/{a);  only  a 
prima  facie  assignment,  antecedent  to  the  bankruptqr, 
was  shewn.  In  Eckhardt  v.  Wilson  {b\  there  was  no 
averment  of  notice,  and  no  objection  was  taken  to  the 
omission.  In  Carpenter  v.  Mamell  {c\  it  was  held  that 
where  a  note,  not  negotiable  from  its  form,  had  been 
indorsed  over  by  the  payee,  and  the  payee  had  become 
bankrupt,  his  assignees  could  not  sue  upon  it,  inasmuch 
as  the  payee  was  only  a  trustee  for  the  person  to  whom 
he  had  indorsed :  but  it  never  was  contended  that  notice 
to  the  maker  was  necessary  to  prevent  the  property 
passing  to  the  assignees.  At  all  events,  the  defendants, 
to  raise  this  defence  properly,  should  have  rejoined,  ad- 
mittbg  the  prim&  facie  answer  given  by  the  replication 
to  the  plea,  but  averring  that  the  debt  was  in  the  pos- 
session, order,  and  disposition  of  the  insolvent  with  the 
consent  of  Gustard :  the  plaintiff  might  then  have  taken 
issue  in  a  surrejoinder.  The  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to 
negative  a  distinct  fact,  the  reputed  ownership,  merely 
because  such  a  fact,  if  alleged  on  the  odier  side,  would 
constitute  an  answer  to  his  replication. 

Manning  in  reply.  Such  a  rejoinder  would  merely 
have  been  an  argumentative  allegation  of  want  of  notice. 
The  replication  gives  no  answer  to  the  plea  without 
all^ation  of  notice.  As  to  Winch  v.  Keeley  (a),  it  oc- 
curred before  the  decisions  of  Gordon  v.  J^e  East  India 


Company 


Lxi. 
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1834.        Company  {a\  Ex  parte  Monro  {b\  Ex  parte  Burton  {c\ 

■       and  Ex  patie  Usbome  (rf),  which  were  cited  in  Dean  v. 

agdnst  James  {e).  ILtttledale  J.  But  not  before  the  decision  of 
B^allv.  Rowles{g)9  the  remaining  case  there  cited,  which 
shews  that  the  question  of  notice  liad  already  arisen  (/<}• 
I  cannot  say  that  I  approve  of  several  of  the  cases  which 
have  been  decided  since  Winch  v.  Keeley  {t).  But  that 
case  was  different  from  the  present  The  cases  in 
equity  came  before  the  Court  on  the  whole  of  the  evi- 
dence ;  and  notice  may  be  merely  evidence  as  to  ap- 
parent ownership,  together  with  other  fucts.  The  first 
assignment  here  can  be  got  rid  of  only  by  the  provision 
in  the  thirtieth  section  of  the  insolvent  act.  Now  as  to 
that,  if  a  man  were  doubting  whether  he  should  give 
credit  to  the  insolvent,  he  would  make  enquiries  as  to 
his  stock  in  trade,  the  debts  due  to  him,  &c.;  and  a 
debtor  of  the  insolvent,  upon  enquiiy,  would  say,  I 
owe  him  so  much,  but  I  have  notice  not  to  pay  him. 
Then  the  question  is  whether  a  defendant  ought  not,  on 
a  replicaUon  like  the  present  (in  order  to  avail  himself 
of  the  want  of  notice),  to  rejoin  that  the  debt  was  in  the 
order  and  disposition  of  the  insolvent  as  reputed  owner, 
with  the  consent  of  the  owner  ?  For,  unless  that  be  so, 
the  previous  assignment  is  an  answer  to  the  plea.] 

Cf/r.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C  J.  now  delivered  judgment    The 
case  of  Dean  v.  James  {k)  is  in  point,  and  shews  that  this 

(a)  7  T.S.  3^8.  <1797).  (6)  JBNckU  Cata^SCXk  (1819> 

(c)  1  CU.  tJam.  207.  (18SS).  (</)  1  Gl.  i  Jam,  55B.  (1S8S). 

(e)  XN.iM.  595.  P.  809.  potL      (g)  1  Ve$.  kd.  349.  (1749»  1710). 
(A)  See  the  judgment  of  Parker  C.  B.  p.  367. 
(0  1  T.  R.  6X9.  (1787).  {k)  lN.iai.  392.  P.  809.  ptm. 

replication 
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replication  is  bad.     We  consider  that  case  to  have  been 

riirhtly  decided. 
'^      ^  .  Buck 

Leave  given  to  amend,  on  payment  of  costs  (a).        ofinuui 

Lxx. 

(a)  DEAN  and  DAVIES  afirflini/ JAMES.  TWjrfay, 

^  Jan.  I7tb,  1832. 

AnuMPszT  for  goods  lold  and  delivered  bj  the  pUintifls  to  the  defendant,-  To  a«tump«it 

and  on  money  counta.     Pleai.    1.  Non  aasumpiit,  eicept  as  to  SOI.     (A  ^  ^^^  ^^^HHa 

tender  was  pleaded  as  to  this  sum ;  the  references  to  it  in  the  subsequent  ^^  &c.  dew 

plead- ngs  are  omitted,  as  immaterial).     2.  Bankruptcy  of  Dean,  com-  fendant  pleaded 

mission,  and  assignment  thereunder  to  J.  JR.  and  X  I>.  (among  other.  ^*  bankruptcy 

things)  of  all  Dean**  estate  and  interest  in  the  several  sums  of  money  pUdtioo  that 

and  causes  of  action  in  the-  declaration*  mentioned,-  in  trust  for  the  credi-'  before  the 

tors,  by  virtue  of  which  assignment  the  assignees  became  and  were  entitled  b*nkf  "?*«▼•  the 
iL  ..  -^  -...  1..  bankrupt  plain- 

to  a  1  ihe  estate  and  mterest  of  Dean,  of  and  m  the  several  debts,  sums  tiffassijcncd  to 

of  money,  and  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned.  the  other  all  his 

Replication  to  the  first  plea,  joining  issue.    To  the  second  plea,  as  to  SOt ».  '^Jf'**'  |°  ^ 

debt,  and  that 
parcel  Ac,  that  the  promises  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  so  far  as  they  re-  ||,^  bankrupt 

lated  to  the  said  30/ ,  were  made  after  the  making  of  the  assignment,  to  wit»  now  Nued  only 

on  &c. ;  without  this,  that  all  the  esute  and  interest  of  Dean  in  the  SOfi,  f!  *'^*'^.^r- 
..  ...  .*  .<..^i  •>»■«►  plamiin. 

and  the  causes  of  action  in  respect  thereof,  were  assigned  to  JL  Jl.and       i^,^  Court 

J.  D,,  in  manner  and  form  &c. ;  and  as  to  the  alleged  promises,  so  far  was  of  opinion 

as  the  plea  related  to  the  residue  of  the  said  several  sums  &c.,  the  phun-  ^^*!'  ^^^  ^^}*\ 

caiion  wss  bad, 
tifis  replied,  that  after  the  making  of  the  promises  &c  in  the  declaration  f^,.  n^i  KUiing 

mentioned,  so  far  as  they  related  to  the  said  residue,  and  before  Dean  that  the  debiMr 

became  bankrupt,  as  in  the  said  plea  was  alleged,  to  wit,  on  &c.  by  a     J  ,l       "^II^L 

ccrUin  indenture  then  and  there  made  between  Dean  of  the  one  part,  and  awignmeiit, 

the  plaintiff  Davies  of  the  other  part,  (profert)  the  date  whereof  &c.  the  although  the 

said  Dean  for  a  good  and  valuable  consideration  assigned,  transferred,  pj^^lJ^J* 

and  set  over  unto  the  said  Daines,  among  other  tilings,  all  the  right,  title,  without  alleg- 

interest,  property,  claim,  and  demand  whatsoever  of  him,  Deant^  of,  in,  ing  the  want  of 

to,  from,  out  of,  and  upon  the  said  residue  &c.,  by  means  wliereof  the  [h^^iinjijf ' 

said  Davkt  then  and  there  became  and  was,  and  from  thence  hitherto  hath  had  leave  to 

been  and  still  is,  solely  entitled  to  the  said  residue  &c.    And  the  plaintifik  amend. 

averred,  that  as  to  the  said  residue  &c.,  this  action  was  brought  by  and  in 

the  names  of  both  the  said  plaintiffs,  to  recover  damages  in  respect  of  the 

promises  and  undertakings  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  so  far  as  the 

same  rekted  to  the  said  residue  &c.,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said 

plaintiff  Dairies  lolely,  and  at  his  request ;  and  that  so  far  as  related  to  the 

promises  &c.,  as  to  the  said  residue  &c.,  in  the  said  declaration  men- 

tioned»  the  said  plaintiff  Dean  was  named  therein  as  a  trustee  for  the 

purpoae  aforesaid,  and  not  otherwise. 

Rejoiiuler,  as  to  the  replication  to  the  second  plc%  to.  ftr  aa  related  to 

the  SQ(L,  that  Dean't  estate  ind  mterett  therdn  were  mgpicdto  J^M. 

«Bd 
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18S4f«  And  J,  2>.«  in  manner  and  fonn  &&,  tendering  ume  to  the  country ;  «id 
as  to  the  reiidue  of  the  sums  of  money  in  the  dedantfion  mentioiMdy 
actionem  non,  because,  protesting  that  Dean  did  not  before  he  became 
bankrupt,  assign,  &c.  to  Dames  all  the  right,  title^  ftc  (following  the 
words  of  the  replication,)  in  manner  and  form  &c.,  for  njoinder  never- 
theless in  that  behalf  the  defendant  said,  that  the  said  plaintiil^  Dosses, 
was  not^  at  the  time  of  the  exhibiting  of  the  said  bill,  solely  entitled 
to  the  said  residue  ftc.  in  manner  and  form  &c :  condusioii  to  the 
country. 

To  so  much  of  this  rejoinder  aa  related  to  the  ahuw  ineiiliumiil  residne^ 
the  plaintifi  demurred  q>ecia]ly.  Hie  groonda  asogned  weie,  that  the 
rgdnder  attemptsd  to  put  in  issuer  to  be  tried  by  the  county,  mere  in« 
ferenee  and  matter  of  laar,  aamely,  the  legal  eflhct  of  the  indenture  stated, 
(and  admitted  in  the  Rjoinder,)  to  have  been  made  between  Dean  and 
DamB$f  that  die  rejoinder  did  not  traverse^  or  confess  and  aroid,  the  said 
indentara,  or  the  matter  of  the  replication,  or  take  any  oertain  or  d»* 
inite  issue;  and  that  the  said  rejoinder  was  aigumentative,  amlMgnon% 
and  multiiarioos.  Joinder  in  demurrer.  Hie  demurrer  was  aigued  in 
Hihpry  term,  1888,  before  Lord  TenUrdm  C.  J.,  LittUdak»  TataUon, 
and  PaiUum  Js. 

Manning,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  It  must  be  taken  ss  admitted 
by  the  rejoinder,  that  Dean  before  his  bankruptcy  released  his  interest  to 
Danet  by  a  Tslid  instrument.  The  plaintiff  cannot  then  take  issue  upon 
the  legal  effect  of  that  instrument,  1  ITflw.  Awnd.  Sd.  note  (5).  {8tq)ken 
Serjt.,  contrii,  here  intimated,  that  he  should  olject  to  the  replication, 
inasmuch  as  it  did  not  aver  any  notice  to  the  defendant  of  the  assignment 
by  Dean  to  Dovks),  As  between  these  plaintiffi^  the  release  was  sufficient 
without  such  notice.  Where  a  debt  is  assigned  by  the  creditor  to  a 
stranger,  notice  to  the  debtor  may  be  neceanry,  in  many  cases^  to  prevent 
its  passing  to  the  creditor's  asngnees  upon  his  bankruptcy,  on  the  ground 
of  an  apparent  ownership  continuing  in  him.  Tlie  want  of  iMitice  there 
may  be  a  fWiud  on  the  bankrupt  laws,  but  in  the  case  of  a  release  from 
one  original  creditor  to  another,  the  same  objection  does  not  apply* 
[Lord  Tenierden  C.  J.  It  does  not  appear  that  notice  to  the  debtor 
was  alleged  in  Wmeh  v.  Xeeley,  1  T.  B,  619.] 

Stephen  SajL  contrL  The  replication  here  doea  not  answer  the  plea  of 
bankruptcy,  either  formally  or  in  substance.  Unless  notice  was  ^ven  to  the 
debtor  when  the  debt  was  asrigned,  the  intersst  in  it  would  not  psss,  but 
it  would  continue  in  the  possession,  order,  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt 
at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy.  This  is  supported  by  the  judgment  of 
Parker  C.  B.  in  Ry<ai  v.  Bowks,  1  Ves.  sen.  367.,  I  jiik.  177.,  vriiere 
one  essignment  was  to  a  partner  of  the  asrignor;  the  same  proposition  is 
also- acknowledged  by  Xoturvnce  J.  in  Gordon  v.  7%eEast  India  Compos^ 

7  T.B. 
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1  T.R.  937. ;  and  Ea  parU  Mtnmh  Bucket  Oatet  in  Bankrupt^ f  SCO.,  18S4. 

and  Ex  pane  Bwrtont  1  Glyn^  Ja.  207.,  are  to  the  lame  effect.     In  the  ^^.^ 

last-mentioned  case  the  distinction  now  attempted  between  aasignmenti  to  Buck 

a  stranger  and  to  a  joint  creditor  was  taken,  but  without  success.     The  ag^tmU 
Court  here  called  upon  "* 

Manning  in  replj.  The  defendants  have  not  pleaded  the  want  of 
notice  to  the  debtor.  The  replication  states  that  Dean  assigned  all  his 
interest  to  Datnee  for  a  valuable  consideration.  Nothing  being  shewn  to 
the  contrary,  it  must  be  taken,  that  if  notice  to  the  debtor  was  necessary, 
it  was  given.  Necessary  circumstances  implied  by  law  need  not  be  ex- 
pressed in  a  plea;  thus  if  it  be  pleaded  that  ji.  infeoffed  J?.,  livery  of 
seisin  is  implied.  [Taunton  J.  It  could  not  be  said  that  A,  InfeoflRed, 
unless  there  had  been  livery  of  seisin.]  Here  it  must  be  taken  that  the 
assignment  was  such  as  would  effectually  pass  the  interest  to  Davus* 
[Lord  Temterden  G.  J.  It  might  have  had  that  eflfect  without  notice  to 
the  debtor,  UDean  had  not  afterwards  become  bankrupt.]  At  all  events 
the  want  of  notice  should  have  been  pleaded  in  the  rejoinder. 

Lord  TxunanaN  C  J.  That  need  not  have  been  done  for  the  pur- 
pose of  raising  this  objection ;  and  it  is  very  common  to  plead  over  to  a 
bad  plea  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the  opposite  party  to  demur.  We 
cannot  get  over  the  cases  which  have  been  dted  on  behalf  of  the  defendant. 
JEa  parte  Burton,  1  Gfyn  j*  Ja,  S07.,  is  in  point 

Manning  then  asked  leave  to  amend,  which  was  granted. 

Judgment  for  the  defendanty  nisi. 
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ISS^.        thereon  for  3900/.  and  costs.  It  then  recited  an  annuity 


Saltmaeshb 


deed,  whereby  the  said  annuity  was  to  be  charged  and 
agnifut        chargeable   upon   and  issuing  and  payable  out  of  the 

HXWBTT. 

said  rectories,  and  whereby  it  was  also  declared  that  the 
judgment  was  to  be  considered  as  a  security  for  the 
said  annuity ;  that  in  case  default  should  be  made  in  the 
payment  thereof  for  twenty-one  days,  it  should  be  law- 
ful for  Skrine  to  issue  thereupon  one  or  more  writs  of 
fi.  fa.  de  bonb  ecclesiasticis,  and  such  other  writ  or 
writs  as  he  should  think  fit  to  ground  the  same,  in- 
dorsed to  levy  3900/.  and  costs,  in  order  that  Skrine 
might  sequester  all  and  singular  the  glebe  lands,  &C., 
belonging  to  the  said  rectories,  and  thereby  be  in  pos- 
session in  trust  for  better  securing  to  him  all  arrears 
then  due  on  the  said  annuity,  and  all  fiiture  pay- 
ments thereof.  The  indenture  also  stipulated  that 
execution  was  not  to  be  sued  out  before  default,  but 
might  issue  as  often  as  the  annuity  should  be  in  arrear. 
After  this  recital,  the  warrant  of  attorney  proceeded, 
<^  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  and  for  further 
securing  the  said  annuity,"  to  authorise  the  attomies  to 
confess  judgment  for  8900/.  with  costs.  Judgments 
were  entered  up  on  the  warrants  of  attorney ;  and  se- 
questrations were  afterwards  issued  in  the  two  causes 
for  arrears  of  the  respective  annuities.  In  this  term 
(June  7th), 

Follett  and  22.  V.  Richards  shewed  cause  against  the 
first-mentioned  rule  (a).  The  effect  of  the  defeasance  is 
only  that  the  grantee  of  the  annuity  shall  sequester  for 
arrears  actually  due,  which  is  a  lawful  object;  Gibbtms 

(a)  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.y  UUledaUf  TVmn/ofi,  and  WU^tms  Js. 

V.  Hooper^ 


IN   THE  FOUBTH   YeAR    OF    WILLIAM    IV.  815 

y.  Hooper  {a)f  Britten  v.  fVait{b):  and  not  that  the  se-        1834. 
questration  shall  operate  as  a  continuing  charge  upon        """"^ 
the   benefice.     In   this   respect  the  case  differs  from        agamst 
Flighty.  Salter {c)y  and  resembles  Colebrookw,  Layton{d)^ 
The  annuity  deed  is  not  before  the  Court ;  the  warrant 
of  attorney  only  gives  power  to  issue  execution  from 
time  to  time,  as  arrears  fall  due.     Such  a  warrant  of 
attorney  was  held  good  in  Moore  v.  Ramsden  {e)y  and 
the  Court  distinguished  the  case  from  Flight  v.  Salter^ 
on  the  ground  that  the  sequestration  was  only  for  satis- 
fiiction  of  arrears,   and  not  to  give  continual  posses- 
sion, (g) 

Sir  JC  Campbell,  Attorney-General,  and  Comyrij 
contr&.  In  Cdebroohe  v.  Layton{d),  the  attempt  was 
to  invalidate  the  warrant  of  attorney  by  matter  stated 
on  affidavit  Here  enough  appears  by  the  instrument 
itself  to  bring  it  within  13  Eliz.  c.  20.  It  recites  that  the 
annuity  is  charged  upon  the  benefice,  and  the  warrant 
of  attorney  is  for  enforcing,  by  the  process  therein  de-, 
scribed,  the  debt  so  charged.  Flight  v.  Salter  {c)  was 
decided  on  the  ground  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was 
given  for  the  express  purpose  of  enabling  the  grantee 
of  the  annuity  to  get  possession  of  the  benefice ;  and 
the  warrant  of  attorney  was  set  aside  as  well  as  the 
sequestration.  The  same  objection  applies  here.  It  is 
true  that  in  Flight  v.  Salter  {c)  the  warrant  of  attorney 
provided  that  the  execution  should  be  issuable  imme- 
diately, whereas  in  the  present  case  it  is  not  to  issue 


(a)  2B.iAd,  754.  (6)  ZB,^A<L  915. 

(c)  IB.iAd,  673.  (<0  4  A  4f  AdU  578. 

(0  3  ^.  {•  Ad.  917.  note  (tf>       b)  8.  C.  Lumley  on  Annuiliet,  p.  238. 
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1884.  UU  the  annuity  shall  have  been  twenty-one  days  in 
^  '^"^  arrean  but  that  make»  no  material  difference.  It  may 
jef^^  also  be  said  that  in  Itight  y.  Salter  (a)  the  seques- 
tration was  to  be  continued  during  the  continuance  of 
the  annuity,  but  the  e£fect  would  only  be,  that  the  se- 
questration would  operate  while  there  were  arrears,  and 
no  longer.  In  Oibbons  v.  Hooper  (d),  the  warrants  of 
attorney  made  no  reference  to  the  deeds  which  charged 
the  living,  and  on  that  account  they  were  held  yalid ; 
and  Colebrooh  v.  Layton  (c)  was  considered  as  not  dis- 
tinguishable from  that  case.  Here  the  intention  to 
charge  the  living  is  elaborately  expressed  in  the  de- 
feasance, and  the  annuity  deed  distinctly  referred  to. 
In  Neodand  v.  Watkin{d),  where  the  warrant  of  at- 
torney was  to  enter  up  judgment  for  the  arrears  of  an 
annuity,  and  expressly  authorised  the  attorney  to  issue 
a  sequestration,  the  G)urt  of  G)mmon  Pleas  pro*^ 
nounced  a  rule  that  the  sequestration  should  be  no 
further  enforced.  iTcmnion  J.  Were  the  recent  cases 
cited  there?]  Flight  v.  Salter {a\  and  Gibbons  v. 
Hooper  (ft),  were  referred  to.  [-F.  Pollock^  who  was  to 
shew  cause  in  Shrine  v.  Hewettf  here  referred  to  jtber^ 
deen  v.  Nettiand{e)y  where  a  clergyman,  having  con- 
veyed his  benefice  in  trust  to  secure  an  annuity,  gave, 
as  an  additional  security,  a  warrant  of  attorney  to 
confess  judgment  against  him  for  800/.,  which  judg- 
ment being  entered  up,  the  living  was  sequestered ;  and 
upon  a  question  being  raised  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
warrant  of  attorney,  the  Vice-Chancellor  said,  **  there  is 
a  distinction  between  a  securi^  which  absorbs  all  the 

(a)  1  B.  i  Ad.  675.  (b)  iB.^Ad.  754. 

(c)  A  B.^  Ad.  51%, 

(<0  9  JB£n^.  115.     See  FaMoth  v.  Ounuy,  9  Bmg.  622. 
(e)  4  8im,2S\. 
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ecclesiastical  profits  of  a  benefice^i  and  a  warrant  of  at-        1834. 

torney  which  produces  a  sequestration,  and  which  does, 

of  necessity,  provide  for  the  senring  of  the  cure.     If  the        agamu 

Hswtn. 
legislature  had  meant  to  prevent  a  clergyman  from 

giving  a  warrant  of  attorney,  they  would  have  said  so ; 
but  they  have  cautiously  avoided  using  any  words  to 
that  effect"]  It  does  not  appear  that  the  warrant  of 
attorney  there  was  in  the  same  form  as  that  in  tUght 
V.  SkJter  (a) :  the  case  does  not  necessarily  go  farther 
than  Gibbons  v.  Hooper  (i).  If  the  Vice-Chanoellor  had 
laid  down  that  a  warrant  of  attorney,  providing  in  direct 
terms  for  a  sequestration  which  should  enforce  a  charge 
upon  the  benefice,  was  valid,  provided  enough  of  the 
ecclesiastical  profits  were  left  for  serving  the  cure,  it 
might  well  be  contended  that  such  a  judgment  was  in- 
consistent with  the  statute  of  Elismbeih.  [lK)pd  Den- 
man  C.  J.  That  case  appears  singularly  at  variance 
with  Newland  v.  Waikin.  (c)] 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

F.  PoUoci  and  Curwood  then  shewed  cause  in  Skrine 
V.  Heuoett  There  is  no  ground  for  setting  aside  the 
warrant  of  attorney*  Although,  upon  the  &ce  of  t^  it 
be  not  firee  from  objection,  yet  it  is  not  wholly  invalid, 
like  the  instrument  of  the  same  description  in  FUgH  v. 
Salter  (a),  which  authorised  the  immediate  issuing  of  a 
sequestration,  to  be  a  continuing  security  for  the  pay* 
ments  named  in  the  annuity  deed.  This  warrant  of 
attorney  gives  execution  only  in  case  of  the  annivly 
being  in  arrear  twenty-one  days;  it  does,  indeedi  pro- 

(a)  IB^^Ad.  673.  (ft)  ^B.^Jd,  734.  (c)  9BingAl9. 

SH  5  fess 
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1834.  fess  to  make  the  sequestration  a  security  for  future 
„  '""■^  arrears;  but  there  is  no  necessity  for  its  beinir  enforced 
T?^??f.  ^^  ^^^  extent;  and  so  far  as  it  can  legitimately  operate, 
namely,  in  compelling  payment  of  arrears  actually  due^ 
the  Court  may  give  it  effect.  A  similar  course  was 
taken  in  Britten  v.  Wait  (a),  where  the  sequestration  was, 
to  a  certain  degree,  irregular.  It  was  unnecessary  here 
to  insert  any  clause  in  the  warrant  of  attorney,  for  the 
purpose  of  authorising  execution ;  the  introduction  of 
such  a  clause,  therefore,  ought  not  entirely  to  invalidate 
the  instrument,  which  at  least  ought  to  have  the  same 
force  as  if  nothing  had  been  said  of  issuing  sequestra^- 
tion.  Nor  does  it  appear  that,  in  this  case,  any  improper 
sequestration  has  in  fact  issued. 

Sir  J.  Campbell^  Attorney-General,  and  Comyn^  contrk. 
If  the  warrant  of  attorney  appears  manifestly  by  its 
terms  to  be  illegal  and  void,  the  Court  cannot  say  that 
it  shall  be  good  in  part  and  bad  in  part,  but  must  set  it 
aside  altogether,  as  was  done  in  Flight  v.  Salter,  {b) 
How  far  it  has  yet  been  put  in  force  is  immaterial.  It 
is  an  instrument  by  which  the  authority  of  this  Court  is 
made  use  of;  and  upon  which,  therefore,  the  Court  will 
exercise  its  judgment  at  any  period.  The  statute  of 
Elizabeth^  in  declaring  that  ^^  all  chargings"  of  benefices 
shall  be  utterly  void,  must  mean  all  deeds  by  which 
benefices  are  charged ;  and  any  such  deed  must  be  alto^ 
gether  invalid,  like  an  instrument  tainted  with  usury. 
The  sequestration  here  is  to  issue,  in  order  that  Skrine 
may  be  in  possession,  in  trust  for  better  securing  to  him 
all  arrears  then  due  on  the  annuity,  and  aUJiihtre  pay- 

(a)  ZB.^  Ad.  915.  (6)  1  B.  ^  Ad.  673. 

ments 
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vierUs  thereof^    That  clearly  makes  it  a  continuing  charge       1 8S4>. 
to  the  full  amount  of  S900/. 

Saltmarsbx 

Cur.  adv.  xmli.       agama 


Hkwi 


Lord  Demman  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  in  Saltmarshe  v.  Hewett. 

This  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  Plaintiff  to  show 
cause,  why  the  warrant  of  attorney  in  the  said  rule  men- 
tioned, the  judgment  and  writ  of  sequestration,  should 
not  be  set  aside. 

And  the  question  to  be  decided  is,  whether  that  war- 
rant of  attorney  is  void,  as  being  contrary  to  the  statute 
of  Id  Eliz.  c.  20.  The  warrant  of  attorney  is  to  confess 
judgment  in  an  action  of  debt  for  3600/.,  and  the  defeas- 
ance thereto,  upon  which  the  question  turns,  is  in  the 
following  form.  (His  lordship  then  read  the  defeasance.) 
It  is  therefore  expressly  provided,  that  in  case  the  said 
annuity,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  be  in  arrear  for  a 
certain  time  therein  specified,  **  then  and  so  often  as  it 
shall  so  happen,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  A.  Salt- 
marshej  his  heirs,  &c  to  sue  out  such  execution  or 
executions,  upon  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  judgment,  as 
he  or  they  shall  think  fit,  or  be  advised;  and  also  to 
sequester  the  said  Rectory  of  Botherhithej  and  all  and 
singular  or  any  of  the  glebe  lands,  buildings,  &&  thereto 
belonging.''  So  that  if  we  had  been  called  upon  now 
for  the  first  time  to  put  a  construction  upon  the  act 
of  Parliament,  it  seems  hardly  to  admit  of  a  doubt  but 
that  the  Rectory  of  Rotherhithe  is  charged  with  the 
payment  of  the  annuity  in  the  event  of  its  being  in 
arrear,  or,  in  other  words,  that  the  said  benefice  is 
charged  with  a  **  profit,  out  of  the  same  to  be  yielded 
SH  4  and 
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1834.       and  taken/'     Cases,  however,  have  been  brought  under 
"  our  notice,  bearing  (as  they  certainly  do)  upon  the  point 

Againti        in  questiou.    In  support  of  the  rule^  reliance  was  placed 
upon  the  case  of  Flight  v.  Salter  (a);  and  against  it,  upon 
the  recent  case  of  Cciebrook  and  Others  v.  Lcn^ton  (&). 
In  the  former  case  the  warrant  of  attorney  direcdy 
referred  to  the  annuity  deed,  and  was  declared  to  be 
**  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  said  annuity,  and  to 
the  end  and  intent  that  a  sequestration  may  be  obtained 
or  procured,  and  continued  by  the  said  Thomas  Nighty 
his  executors,  &c.  pursuant  to  the  hereinbefore  recited 
indenture/'      In   the  latter  case  it  was  averred,    by 
affidavit,  *<  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  given  for 
the  express  purpose  of  charging  the  said  vicarage  and 
curacy  with  the  payment  of  the  annuity,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  the  Plaintiffs  to  sue  out  the  before* 
mentioned  executions."  Upon  the  discussion  of  this  case 
of  Colebrook  and  Others  v.  Layton,  the  authorities  were 
brought  under  the  consideration  of  the  Court,  and  par- 
ticularly the  case  of  Flight  v.  Salter,  upon  which  then,  as 
now,   reliance  was  placed  to  set  aside  the  judgment 
entered  upon  the  warrant  of  attorney,  which  was  then 
in  question.  The  Court,  however,  distinguished  (and  we 
think  rightly)  between  the  impeachment  of  the  warrant 
of  attorney  depending  upon  affidavit,  and  an  objecuon  to 
the  warrant  of  attorney  which  is  presented  to  the  notice 
of  the  Court  upon  the  face  of  the  instrument  itself. 
And  accordingly,  as  the  Court  then  thought,  and  we  are 
now  of  opinion,  that  there  was  not  sufficient  relation  or 
connection  between  the  warrant  of  attorney  and  the 
annuity  deed  to  shew  that  the  benefice  was  to  be  charged 

(•)  1  B.^Ad.  673.  (b)  4B.^Ad.  578. 

to 
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to  pay  the  annuity,  in  the  event  of  its  being  in  arrear,  1834. 
the  rule  to  set  aside  the  judgment  was  discharged.  In  — * 
the  present  case  however,  from  the  language  of  the  de-  ogmnu 
feasance,  to  which  reference  has  been  already  made,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  enough  appears  to  shew  that  the 
warrant  of  attorney  was  given  <^  to  charge  the  benefice^" 
and  is  therefore  void  by  the  statute.  In  adopting  this 
distinction,  we  think  that  we  are  not  only  deciding  in 
conformity  to  the  authorities  and  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  but  are,  probably,  laying  down  as  intelligible 
a  rule  as  can  easily  be  suggested,  for  preventing  the 
recurrence  of  those  questions  which  have  been  so  fre* 
quently  raised,  in  a  very  short  time,  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  these  instruments. 

It  seems  proper  to  add,  that  the  authorities  cited  to 
us,  (with  the  exception  otColebrook  and  Ot/iers  v.  Layfofty 
which  is  of  a  more  recent  date)  namely,  Shaw  v.  PriU 
chard  (a).  Flight  v.  Salter  (i).  Gibbons  v.  Hooper  (c),  and 
Doe  V.  Carter  {d)j  were  brought  under  the  consideration 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  the  case  of  Neixland  v. 
Watkin  {e).  There  a  rule  had  been  obtained  to  set  aside 
the  plaintiff's  warrant  of  attorney,  judgment  and  seques- 
tration. The  warrant  of  attorney  is  not  set  out,  but  the 
report  states  that  the  defendant,  a  clergyman,  gave  it  to 
the  plamtiff  "  to  enter  up  judgment  ^r  the  arrears  of  the 
annuity^  and  in  the  warrant  expressly  authorised  him  to 
issue  sequestration."  The  court,  having  taken  time  to 
consider,  made  the  rule  absolute,  deciding  that  the 
plaintiff  should  no  further  enforce  his  writ  of  seques- 
tration, but  should  not  be  subject  to  an  action  of  tres- 

(a)  10  S,  ^  C.  241.  (6)  1  J?.  ^  Ad.  675. 

(£)  iB,iAd.  7M.  {d)  8  7.  £.  ^7,300. 


(0  9Bing.  113. 
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pass.     The  reasons  of  the  court  are  not  given,  but  the 
decision  was  as  already  stated. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  of  opinion  that  this  security 
cannot  be  supported,  and  that  the  rule  must  be  made 
absolute. 


hi  Shine  v.  Hewetty 


Rule  absolute. 


June  nth. 


The  King  against  Pedly. 


If  Uic  owner  of  ''pHIS  was  an  indictment  for  a  nuisance,  removed  by 

Itfid  erect  a  JL 

building  which  Certiorari  from  the  quarter  sessions  for  the  town  of 

m*  of  which  Uie  Bedford.  The  first  count  charged  that  the  defendant, 
U^jtoprcM  ^^y  &^->  ^^  A  certain  place  commonly  called  Diamond 
m^^uid'let  ^^  ^^^^  ""^  divers  public  streets  and  dwelling- 
theland,  heui    faouses,   unlawfully  did  make,  erect,   and  set  up   two 

dictment  for 
fluch  nuinnoe 

beingcontinued  of  dlvers  persons  residing  in  and  frequenting  Diamond 

or  created  diir* 

ing  the  term.  ^^9  and  did  also  make  and  cause  to  be  made  a 
he  let  a  build-    certain  open  sink  for  the  reception  of  ordure  &c.,  and 

ing  which 
requhet  par- 
ticular care  to 
prereut  the 
occupation 
firom  being  a 
nuisance,  and 
the  nuiiance 

occur  for  want    place  and  leave,  and  cause  to  be  placed  and  left,  in 

the  pot  of  the  the  said  open  sink,  divers  large  quantities  of  ordure 
tenant. 

IT  apartj 
Imj  the  rerettion  during  a  tenancy,  and  the  tenant  afterwards,  during  his  term,  erect  a 
nuisance,  the  re?eruoner  is  not  liable  for  it  \  but  if  such  reversioner  relet,  or,  having 
an  opportunity  to  determine  the  tenancy,  omit  to  do  so,  allowing  the  nuisance  to  coattnue, 
be  is  liable  for  such  continuance.     Per  LUtledale  J. 

And  such  purdiaser  is  liable  to  be  indicted  for  the  continuing  of  the  nuisance,  if  the  original 
reversioner  would  have  been  liable,  though  the  purchaser  has  had  no  opportunity  of  putting 
an  end  to  the  tentnfs  interest,  or  abating  the  nuisance^ 

Stc.) 


buildings  called  necessary  houses,  for  the  common  use 


then  and  there,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times 
between  &c.,  divers  persons  residing  in  and  frequent- 
ing Diamond  Alley  did  resort  to  and  use,  and  yet  do 
resort  to,  and  use,  the  said  necessary  houses,  and  did 


PULT. 


IN  THE  Fourth  Yeae  of  WILLIAM  IV.  S25 

&c.,   by  reason   of  which   &c.    (stating  the  nuisance        1834. 
resulting).     The  second  count  charged  the  defendant       

The  KfKQ 
with    continuing   the   necessary  and  sink  before  that        agamst 

time  made  &c.,  by  persons  unknown,  and  laid  the 
nuisance  as  before.  The  third  count  charged  that  the 
defendant,  near  &c.  (as  before)  did  put,  place,  and 
leave,  and  did  cause  and  procure  to  he  put,  placed, 
and  left,  divers  large  quantities  of  ordure  &c.  The 
fourth  count  charged  the  defendant  with  permitting 
and  suffering  the  nuisance  (as  in  the  third  count,  ex- 
cept that  the  nuisance  was  said  to  be  created  by  persons 
unknown)  to  remain.  On  the  trial  before  Lord  Detp- 
man  C.  J.  at  the  last  Spring  assizes  for  Bedford^  it  was 
proved  that  the  defendant  was  in  the  receipt  of  the 
rents  of  twelve  dwelling  houses,  which  were  let  for 
short  periods  to  tenants,  and  that  two  necessary  houses 
and  a  sink  belonging  to  them  were  used  in  common 
by  the  persons  occupying  the  dwelling-houses.  It  did 
not  appear  whether  any  of  the  present  tenants  com- 
menced occupying  the  dwelling-houses  before  the  de- 
fendant began  to  receive  the  rents;  but  the  necessary 
houses  and  sink  were  constructed  and  used  by  the 
tenants  of  those  premises  before  his  time.  There  was 
no  distinct  proof  of  any  actual  demise  of  the  necessary 
bouses  and  sink,  but  they  had  regularly  been  cleansed 
by  the  persons  occupying  the  dwelling-houses,  until  the 
time  of  the  nuisance,  when  the  cleansing  had  been 
neglected.  The  nui^^ance  had  arisen  since  the  de- 
fendant began  to  receive  the  rents.  The  only  method  of 
draining  the  places  from  which  the  nuisance  proceeded 
would  be  by  cutting  through  a  close  belonging  to  the 
defendant.  Some  evidence  was  given  to  shew  an  im- 
plied admission  by  the  defendant  that  he  himself  was 

bound 
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1884.  bound  to  do  the  oleansing.  The  jury,  under  the  direo- 
tion   of  the   Lord   Chief  Justice,   found  a  verdict  of 

Tfa«Kiira 

agaimi  guUty,  subject  to  a  motion  for  setting  aside  the  yerdict 
and  entering  an  acquittal.  Kelly  obtained  a  rule  ac- 
cordingly in  Easter  term  last 

Storks  Seijt  and  Austin  now  shewed  cause.  The  de- 
fendant is  liable,  whether  the  occupiers  be  so  or  not 
The  law  on  this  subject  is  stated  in  Selwyris  Nisi  Prius^ 
Nuisance  II.  {a).  In  Brent  v.  Haddon  (i),  a  lessee  of  a 
water  mill  was  held  liable  for  continuing  the  banks  of 
the  mill  pond  at  an  undue  eleyation,  though  they  had 
been  so  erected  by  the  lessor  before  the  demise;  on 
the  other  hand,  in  Rosewell  v.  Prior  {c\  a  tenant  for 
years  had  erected  a  nuisance,  and  had  underlet  with  the 
nuisance ;  and  it  was  held  that  he  should  be  liable  to  a 
civil  action  (after  a  recovery  against  him  for  the  original 
erection)  for  continuing  the  nuisance  during  the  under- 
lease; the  Court  saying  that  he  had  transferred  the 
erection  with  the  original  wrong,  and  that  his  demise 
aflSrmed  the  continuance  of  it ;  that  he  had  rent  as  a 
consideration  for  the  continuance,  and  therefore  ought 
to  answer  the  damage  it  occasioned;  that  receipt  of  rent 
was  upholding  (tf);  and  that  the  action  lay  against  either 
lessor  or  lessee,  at  the  plaintiff's  election.  That  case  is 
recognised  by  BuUer  J.,  in  Cheetham  v.  Hampson  (e). 
And  the  law  on  this  point  must  be  the  same  as  to 
public  and  private  nuisances,  which  differ  only  in  res- 

(a)  P.  1130.  (Sth  ed.  1831.)  (6)  Cm.  Joe.  5$S. 

(c)  2Salk.  460.  ;  more  fully  in  12  Mod.  635. 

(d)  ChritUan  Smith**  Case,  Wm,  Jones,  272.,  b  cited  for  Uiis  io  SaUtUL 
(0  4  7. 22.  320. 

pect 
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pect  of  the  number  of  persons   injured.     In  Bex  v.        1834. 
Moore  (a),  the  owner  of  grounds  converted  into  a  shooting  ^ 

ground,  was  held  liable  for  a  nuisance  naturally  and  pro-  ogaimi 
bably  resulting  from  the  use  of  them  for  that  purpose, 
though  the  actual  nuisance  was  committed  by  strangers 
not  on  the  premises.  Here  the  defendant  takes  the  lia« 
bilities  and  powers  of  the  owner  from  whom  he  pur- 
chased. The  reversioner,  if  he  does  not  demise,  can 
abate  the  nuisance,  and  is  clearly  liable  for  the  continu- 
ance ;  but  he  cannot  get  rid  of  such  a  liability  by  demis- 
ing (even  if  he  has  so  done),  without  a  power  to  abate. 
But,  in  fact,  it  does  not  appear  certain  that  the  buildings 
which  create  the  nuisance  have  been  demised. 

Kelly  in  support  of  the  rule.  In  all  the  cases  cited,  the 
defendant  had  been  guilty  of  either  creating  or  permit- 
ting the  nuisance :  neither  of  which  can  be  charged  here. 
It  is  true  that,  if  a  nuisance  be  committed,  the  liability 
may  be  fixed  upon  the  person  for  whose  benefit  it  was 
committed ;  and  it  is  also  true  that  when,  as  in  Bex  v. 
Moore  (a),  a  building  is  so  erected,  or  disposed  of,  that 
the  inevitable,  or  perhaps  even  the  probable,  consequence 
is  a  nuisance,  the  person  so  erecting  or  disposing  of  it  is 
indictable.  In  Bosewell  v.  Prior  (&),  the  defendant  had 
himself  erected  the  nuisance,  and  had  demised  the  pre- 
mises, with  the  nuisance  upon  them,  for  a  pecuniary 
consideration :  he  was  therefore  guilty  of  both  the  erection 
and  the  continuance.  But  here,  the  defendant  has  never 
bad  possession  during  the  existence  of  the  nuisance; 
and  no  nuisance  was  produced  till  the  tenants  neglected 
to  cleanse ;  so  that  the  principle  of  Bex.  v.  Moore  (a),  is 

(a)  3B,i  Jd.  184.  (6)  2  Salk.  4€a     S.  C.  19  Mod.  635. 

inapplicable ; 
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1884.  inapplicable;  for  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  n^lect  of 
the  tenants  was  a  probable  consequence  of  the  erection  ol 

The  Kino  '  .      ,       ^T 

^gaintt  the  buildings,  or  of  their  being  demised.  Nor  can  it  be 
said  that  the  nuisance  was  produced  by  building  them 
without  a  drain :  that  does  not  create  a  nuisance,  if  the 
tenants  act  properly:  and  as  for  the  adjacent  close, 
through  which  alone  a  drain  could  be  made,  happening 
to  belong  to  the  defendant,  it  is  impossible  to  found  a 
general  rule  upon  an  accidental  circumstance.  Indeed, 
from  the  fact  of  the  tenants  having  always  cleansed, 
it  may  be  presumed  that  they  were  let  into  possession 
under  a  contract  with  the  landlord  to  do  so ;  in  which 
case  he  has  done  all  that  lay  in  his  power. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  I  entertained  no  doubt  at  the 
time  of  the  trial ;  the  principles  admitted  by  Mr.  Kelly  are 
correct,  but  make  against  his  client.  The  ntusance  here 
has  been  a  natural  consequence  of  the  nature  of  the  erec- 
tion; therefore,  on  the  principle  of  Rex  v.  Moore  {a\  as 
well  as  of  the  earlier  case  which  shews  that  the  receipt 
of  rent  is  an  upholding  and  continuing  of  the  nuisance, 
the  defendant  is  liable.  It  has  been  said  that  the  tenants 
were  bound  to  cleanse,  as  if  a  liability  of  the  tenants  to 
their  landlord,  ratione  tenurse,  could  exonerate  the 
landlord.  But,  in  the  first  place,  no  contract  on  the 
part  of  the  tenants  has  been  distinctly  proved :  and,  in 
the  second  place,  if  such  a  contract  were  proved,  it 
would  only  shew  that  the  landlord  considered  himself 
bound  to  provide  for  the  cleansing ;  and  he  should,  in 
that  case,  have  taken  care  to  enforce  the  contract.  Had 
the  use  of  the  buildings  by  which  the  nuisance  is  pro- 

(a)  SB.&  Ad.  184. 

duced 
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duced  been  matter  of  independent  contract,  no  one  I8S4i. 

could  have  doubted  that  the  person  receiving  a  profit 

from  the  use  would  have  been    answerable    for  the  agamtt 


PlEDLT. 


nuisance. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  see  no  di£ScuIty  in  this  case.  If 
a  nuisance  be  created,  and  a  man  purchase  the  premises 
with  the  nuisance  upon  them,  though  there  be  a  demise 
for  a  term  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  so  that  the  pur- 
chaser has  no  opportunity  of  removing  the  nuisance, 
yet  by  purchasing  the  reversion  he  makes  himself 
liable  for  the  nuisance.  But  if,  after  the  reversion  is 
purchased,  the  nuisance  be  erected  by  the  occupier,  the 
reversioner  incurs  no  liability:  yet,  in  such  a  case,  if 
there  were  only  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  or  any 
short  period,  and  the  landlord  chose  to  renew  the 
tenancy  after  the  tenant  had  erected  the  nuisance,  that 
would  make  the  landlord  liable.  He  is  not  to  let  the 
land  with  the  nuisance  upon  it  Here  the  periods  are 
short,  so  that  there  has  been  a  reletting;  and  that  has 
taken  place  after  the  user  of  the  buildings  had  created 
the  nuisance.  This  is,  therefore^  a  case  in  which  the 
reversioner  is  liable. 

Taumton  J.  If,  as  has  been  suggested,  these  build- 
ings were  not  demised  at  all,  but  only  the  use  of  them 
permitted  in  common  to  the  occupiers  of  the  dwelling- 
houses,  there  is  an  end  to  the  defendant's  objection. 
But,  supposing  it  otherwise,  and  that  he  could  not 
enter  for  the  purpose  of  cleansing  without  making  him- 
self liable  to  an  action  of  trespass,  he  may  thank 
himself;  for  I  hold  that  a  landlord,  in  a  case  like  this, 
should  exact  firom  hb  tenants  an  obligation  to  cleanse, 

with 
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1884. 

The  King 
againit 
Pjidlt. 


with  a  right  of  entry  for  himself  in  defkult  of  thdr  so 
doing.  A  landlord  makes  similar  provisions  in  the  case 
of  ditches  which  require  cleansing.  This  being  so,  the 
law  so  clearly  laid  down  by  my  Lord,  and  my  brother 
LiilledaUj  applies* 


Williams  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  language  of  tlie  defendant  supports  jthe  construc- 
tion which  has  been  suggested  as  to  the  actual  situation 
of  the  parties ;  for  he  appears  by  his  expressions  to 
have  admitted  that  it  lay  in  his  own  power  to  remove 
the  nuisance. 

Rule  discharged. 


Wedneidayt 
June  nth. 


The  King  against  The  Justices  of  the  City  of 
York. 


r^RESSWELL  had  obtained  a  rule  in  this  term,  calling 
on  the  justices  of  the  city  of  York  to  shew  cause  why  a 


A  local  act 
empowered 
certain  truttees 
to  parcbase 

meauaget&c,    mandamus  should  not  issue,  commanding  them  to  setde 

and  enacted 
that  if  the 

owners  should  not  agree  with  the  trustees  on  the  terms,  or  should  neglect  or  refuse  to 
treat,  or  bj  reason  or  absence  or  disabllitj  sliould  be  prevented  from  treating,  the  trucCees 
ihould  cause  a  jury  to  be  summoned  by  the  sheriff  to  assess  compensation,  and  the  sheriff 
should  summon  and  examine  witnesses  upon  oath :  and  if  the  jury  should  give  a  verdict 
for  more  than  the  trustees  had  offered,  the  costs  and  expenses  of  summoning  and  ivturn- 
ing  such  jury  and  witnesses,  and  also  of  the  inquest,  to  be  settled  by  a  justice,  were  to 
be  borne  by  the  trustees,  and  recovered  by  the  persons  entitled  thereto,  by  distress;  but  if 
the  verdict  should  not  be  for  more  than  the  sum  offered,  the  trustees  were  to  bear  one 
moiety  of  the  costs  and  expenses  aforesaid,  and  the  other  party  the  other  moiety ;  but  wheie 
parties  from  absence  or  inability  could  not  treat  or  agree,  such  costs  and  expenses  were  to  be 
borne  by  the  trustees:  and  afterwards  it  was  enacted  that,  in  a  particular  event,  messuages, 
&C.  should  be  sold  to  certain  parties,  and  that,  in  case  of  disagreement  as  to  price,  the  price 
should  be  assessed  by  a  jury,  as  before,  and  the  expense  of  hearing  and  determining  such 
difference  be  borne  in  like  manner : 

Held,  that  an  owner  of  lands  to  be  purchased,  in  favour  of  whom  a  jury  awarded  more 
than  the  sum  offered,  was  entitled  to  the  costs  of  tbe  enquiry,  including  witnesses,  attend- 
ance by  attorney  at  the  inquest,  conferences,  and  briefs,  and  not  merely  to  the  expenses  of 
the  sheriff  and  jury ;  but  that  the  expenses  of  surveyors,  merely  as  such,  could  not  be  in- 
cluded in  the  coats. 

and 
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wd  allow  the  costs  and  expense  contained  in  a  paper  18S4. 

writing  annexed  to  the  affidavits  in  support  of  the  rale,  

#i)d  incurred  by  MaUhetD  Gawtkorp  in  and  about  an  in-  a^tmui 

quest  holden  for  assessing  damages  under  stat.  3  &  4  ^.  4.  the  city  of 
r.  Ixii.  (local  and  personal,  public)  {a).     It  appeared 

that 

(a)  For  improving  and  enlarging  the  market  places  within  the  dty  of 
York,  &c.y  and  for  amending  an  act  of  hia  late  Majesty,  for  paving,  light- 
ing, watching,  and  improving  the  said  city ;  and  other  purposes. 

Sects.  1,  2,  3,  and  4.  provide  for  the  election  of  certain  trustees. 

Sect.  23.  gives  power  to  the  trustees  to  purchase  the  messuages  &c. 
mentioned  in  the  first  schedule  to  the  act  (including  those  of  Gawthorpe), 
for  the  purposes  of  the  act. 

Sect  28.  enacts,  that  if  any  bodies  politic  &c.,  corporations  &c., 
tenants  for  life  &c.,  or  any  other  persons  or  person,  proprietors  of,  or 
interested  in  any  messuages  &c.,  mentioned  in  the  first  schedule  to  the 
act  annexed,  or  any  occupier  of  any  messuages  &c.,  sustaining  any  loss, 
iigury,  or  damages,  slall,  for  the  space  of  ten  days  next  after  notice 
given  (as  by  (his  section  is  directed),  neglect  or  refuse  to  treat  and  agree, 
or  shall  not  agree,  f<^  the  ^le  of  the  said  premises,  or  by  reason  of 
.absence  or  disability  shall  be  prevented  from  treating  and  agreeing,  or 
cannot  be  found  or  known,  or  shall  not  produce  a  clear  title  &c.,  the 
trustees  shall  cause  the  value  and  recompense  to  be  made  for  such  mes- 
suages  &c.  to  be  enquired  into  and  ascertained  by  a  jury  &c.  which  shall 
be  summoned  and  returned  on  the  warrant  of  the  trustees  issued  to 
the  sheriffs  of  the  city,  or  sherifiT  of  the  county,  and  twelve  of  whom 
shall  be  sworn  (as  by  this  clause  is  directed).  **  And  the  said  sheriffs  or 
sheriff*  are  and  is  hereby  required  from  time  to  time,  as  occasion  shall  be 
or  require,  to  call  before  the  said  jury,  and  examine  upon  oath,  (which 
oath  the  said  sheriffs  or  sheriff  are  and  is  hereby  empowered  to  administer,) 
all  and  every  person  and  persons  who  shall  be  thought  necessary  and 
.proper  to  be  examined  as  a  witness  or  witnesses  touching  or  concerning 
the  premises;  and  they  or  he  shall  also  order  and  cause  the  said  jury, 
or  any  three  or  more  of  them,  to  view  &c. ;  and  the  said  jury  shall  assess 
the  damages  and  recompense  to  be  given  for  the  messuages  &&,  to  the 
respective  owner  or  owners  and  occupier  or  occupiers  thereof,  according 
to  their  respective  interests  therein,  and  shall  give  in  their  verdict  there- 
upon,** &c.,  and  the  sheriffs  or  sheriff  shall  thereupon  order  and  adjudge 
the  sum  so  assessed  to  be  paid. 

Sect.  31.  enacts,  that  in  case  any  such  jury  shall  give  a  verdict  for 
more  money  as  a  recompense  for  the  right,  interest  &c.,  of  any  person 
&c.,  in  or  to  such  messuages  &c.,  or  for  any  such  damage  &c.  as  afore- 

VOL.  I.  3  I  9Md, 
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1834.       that  the  trustees  under  the  act,  requiring  a  messuage 

and  hereditaments  belonging  to  Gawihorp,  offered  him 

agamst       680/.  for  the  purchase,  which  offer  he  declined ;  and 

The  Justices  of       ,  •  •  !•     ■ 

the  City  of  a  jurj,  Summoned  under  the  provisions  of  the  act, 
assessed  the  damages  and  recompense  at  720/.  Gaay 
tfiorp*s  attorney  then  made  out  a  bill  against  him  as 
in  the  case  of  a  common  trial  (which  was  the  paper 
annexed  to  the  affidavits),  containing  charges  for  at- 

'  said,  than  shall  have  been  offered  by  the  said  trustees  before  the  summon- 

ing  or  returning  of  such  jury,  "  then  the  coets  and  expenses  of  such 
notice  or  notices,  precept  or  precepts,  and  of  summoning  and  returning 
such  jury  and  witnesses,  and  also  of  the  said  inquest,  (such  costs  and  ex- 
penses to  be  settled  and  allowed  by  any  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  said 
dty  not  being  one  of  the  said  trustees,  and  not  a  person  interested,]  shall 
be  borne  and  paid  by  the  said  trustees  out  of  the  money  arising  by  Tirttie 
of  this  act,  and  shall  and  may  be  recorered  by  the  penon  or  persona 
entitled  thereto  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
said  trustees  or  of  their  treasurer,"  (unless  otherwise  defrayed  by  such 
treasurer,  as  the  clause  points  out),  under  a  warrant  to  be  issued  &&; 
but  if  any  such  jury  shall  give  a  verdict  for  no  more  or  fbr  less  than  shall 
have  been  offered  as  aforesaid  by  the  trustees,  <*  then  one  moiety  of  the 
costs  and  expenses  aforesaid  riiall  be  borne  aivl  paid  by  the  person  or 
persons,  bodies  politic  or  corporate,  with  whom  the  said  trustees  shall 
have  had  any  controversy  or  dispute,  and  shall  be  recovered  in  the  same 
manner  as  any  penalties  or  forfeitures  are  hereinafter  directed  to  be  re- 
covered, and  the  other  moiety  thereof  shall  be  borne  and  paid  by  the  said 
trustees  out  of  the  money  arising  as  aforesaid,  and  be  recovered  by  dis- 
tress and  sale  in  manner  aforesaid ;  but  in  cases  where  parties,  by  reason 
of  absence  or  disability,  shall  have  been  prevented  from  treatfng  and 
agreeing,  such  costs  and  expenses  shall  be  paid  and  borne  by  the  said 
trustees  out  of  the  money  arising  by  virtue  of  this  act,  and  by  distress  and 
sale  in  manner  aforesaid." 

Sect.  42.  provides  for  sale  of  any  purchased  messuages  &c.  found 
unnecessary. 

Sect.  43.,  after  providing  that,  before  such  sale,  they  shall  be  oflfered 
to  the  parties  from  whom  they  were  purchased,  and  that,  if  such  peison 
shall  be  desirous  of  purchasing  them,  but  shall  not  agree  with  the  trustees 
as  to  the  terms,  the  price  shall  be  assessed  by  a  jury,  as  before,  enacts  that 
*'  the  expense  of  hearing  and  determining  such  difference  shall  be  borne 
and  paid  in  like  manner  as  by  this  act  is  directed  with  respect  to  such 
purchases  made  by  (he  said  trustees,  muMis  mutandis,** 

tendances, 


You. 


IN  THE  FOUBTH  YeAR  OF  WILLIAM  IV.  831 

tendances,  conferences,  brie^  &€.,  and  an  item  as  fol-  1884. 
lows :  — "  January  22d.  Attending  this  day  at  the  "  ^ 
GuUdhall  all  day,  when  case  heard,  and  compensation        againti 

The  Justices  of 

fixed  at  720/.  —  3/.  Ss.  Paid  the  following  witnesses  the  City  of 
for  their  attendance  and  loss  of  time  in  surveyings 
measuring,  and  valuing  the  property  in  question,  and  in 
attending  as  witnesses  at  the  inquest."  The  names  of 
the  witnesses,  and  sums  paid,  were  then  added.  Ap- 
plication was  made  to  a  single  justice  of  the  city  to 
settle  and  allow  the  costs  contained  in. this  bill ;  but  the 
justice,  conceiving  that  the  statute  did  not  authorise  the 
allowance  of  the  costs,  refused  the  application. 

Sir  James  Scarlett  and  Alexander  now  shewed  cause. 
The  costs  of  the  inquest  mentioned  in  the  act  are  only 
the  costs  of  the  sherifF  and  the  jury;  part  of  the  other 
expenses  specified  in  the  act  are  expenses  with  which 
the  sheriff  has  nothing  to  do :  but  the  words,  taken  all 
together,  including  the  costs  of  the  inquest,  will  cover 
the  whole  expenses  connected  with  the  sheriff,  and  were 
obviously  not  intended  to  comprehend  more.  If  the  ex- 
penses of  surveyors,  witnesses,  and  brief,  which  are  now 
claimed,  were  meant  to  be  comprehended  in  this  clause, 
that  intention  might  easily  have  been  expressed;  but 
the  legislature,  having  distinctly  specified  particular  ex- 
penses, must  be  understood  to  have  excluded  all  others. 
iLittledale  J,  The  statute  of  Gloucester  {a)  gives  only 
<<  the  costs  of  the  writ  purchased ;"  yet  these  words  ex- 
tend to  all  the  legal  costs  of  the  suit  (6).]  Acts  of  par- 
liament were  vdry  shortly  engrossed  at  the  time^  when 
that  statute  was  made :  and,  if  it  had  specified  a  par- 
ticular part  of  the  costs,  the  words  would  probably  not 

(a)  6£d.l.  c.l.  «.  2.  (i)  Sec  2  Insf,  288.  (U). 

3  I  2  have 
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18S4.       have  been  held  to  inclade  the  costs  not  specified.    In 
_  Cone  V.  Batdes  la\  it  is  laid  down  that  all  statutes  that 

The  Ki»o 

offun^        give  costs  are  to  be  taken  strictly ;  and  there  is  a  dictom 

The  Justicei  of 

the  City  of     to  the  Same  effect  in  Re:t  v.  GlaUonby  (6). 

The  clause  now  in  question  provides  tliat,  if  a  jury  give 
a  verdict  for  less  money  than  has  been  o£fered,  each 
party  is  to  bear  a  moiety  of  the  *<  expenses  afiMresatd." 
That  may  reasonably  apply  to  such  expenses  as  «re  in- 
curred by  the  parties  in  common,  as  those  of  the  sheriff 
and  jury,  but  not  to  costs  which  the  respective  parties 
have  incurred  on  their  separate  accounts,  as  those  of 
their  own  counsel  and  witnesses ;  for  it  cannot  be  sup- 
posed that  the  whole  expenses  of  the  two  parties  are  to 
be  added  together,  and  each  party  to  pay  a  half  of  the 
aggregate.  Had  the  meaning  of  the  words  ^  expenses 
aforesaid''  been  so  extensive,  Uie  enactment  would 
certainly  have  been,  that  eadi  party  should  pay  his 
own.  The  costs  and  expenses  are  to  be  settled  and 
allowed  by  a  justice  of  peace  for  the  city :  but  a  jostioe 
would  be  a  very  unfit  person  to  tax  an  attorney's  Ml  ; 
bill.  The  words  *^  such  costs  and  expenses"  are  used  in 
tfie  concluding  part  of  sect  31.,  with  reference  Co  the 
case  where  parties  are  prevented  by  absence  or  disabiliqr 
from  treating  and  agreeing;  yet,  there,  it  is  not  likely  to 
have  been  contemplated  that  the  expenses  now  in  ques- 
tion would  arise. 

Cresswellf  in  support  of  the  rule.  This  is  a  statute 
enabling  parties  to  take  property,  for  certain  purposes, 
against  the  will  of  the  owner;  and  the  langu^e  of  it 
(which  is,  in  fact,  their  own)  ought  therefore  to  be  con- 
strued strictly  against  such  parties.    The  owner  is  en- 

(a)  1  ISalk.  fK)5.  (b)  Ou.  Ihf^  ffanL  S57. 

tided 
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titled  to  a  fgll  compensation  from  them.    They  make  an        1884. 
offer,  which  is  rejected ;  a  jury  decides  that  the  offer  is 

The  KxKG 

inadequate;  they  are  then  in  the  situatbn  of  a  party  to        mgamu 

The  JuBticct  of 

a  cause,  who  has  had  a  verdict  against  him.  If  the  costs  the  City  of 
now  claimed  be  not  included  in  the  proviso,  the  enact- 
ment,  that  the  costs  shall  be  recovered  from  the  trustees 
**  by  the  person  or  persons  entitled  thereto,''  is  without 
meaning;  for  then  no  person,  be$ides  the  sheriff,  can 
have  any  claim  Mpon  the  trustees.  Jn  Sex  v.  GlasUmly{a)f 
Lord  Hardwicke  thought  that  if  any  costs  were  reco- 
verable, all  would  be  so ;  and  it  may  perhaps  be  true 
that,  as  said  in  Ccne  v.  Bowles  (&),  the  question,  whether 
costs  be  (Mr  be  not  recoverable  at  all  under  a  statute,  is 
to  be  decided  on  a  strict  interpretation  of  the  statute ; 
but  it  does  not  follow  that  the  same  strictness  is  to  be 
used  in  determining  the  extent  to  which,  if  recoverable, 
they  are  to  be  allowed.  Costs  of  a  trial  are  considered 
to  include  costs  of  witnesses  and  counsel ;  so  are  costs  of 
a  reference :  the  costs  of  the  inquest  must  mean  as  much. 
Then,  as  to  the  proviso  that,  in  a  particular  event,  each 
par^  shall  pay  half  the  costs  :  in  the  first  place^  the 
meaning  probably  is,  that  each  shall  pay  his  own  costs, 
which  construction  would  be  put  on  an  award  that  each 
party  should  pay  a  moiety  of  the  costs  of  a  reference;  and, 
secondly,  even  if  this  be  not  so,  the  legislature  may  have 
considered  the  whole  proceeding  to  be  an  enquiry  into 
the  truth,  made  in  common  by  both  parties,  and  there- 
fore to  be  paid  for  by  a  single  party,  on  one  event,  or  in 
equal  shares,  on  another.  With  respect  to  the  difficulty 
of  taxation,  a  single  justice  can  have  the  bill  taxed 
by  competent  persons:  the  justices  at  quarter  sessions 

(o)  Om.  Temp.  Hard.  956.  (6)  1  Saik.  S05. 

Sis  have 
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1834.       have  the  costs  on  appeals  taxed  by  their  officer;  and 

~       the  judges  of  the  superior  courts,  though  in  form  they 

a^ahui        allow  the  amount  of  the  costs,  entrust  the  actual  taxation 

The  Justices  of  ,         ^  ^    .  ,       ,       *.  .  .    i 

the  City  of  to  the  officer  of  the  court.  In  the  forty-third  section, 
where  reference  is  made  to  the  thirty-first,  the  expression 
is,  **  the  expense  of  hearing  and  determining." 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  dictum  in  Cone  v.  Bcndes{a) 
is  hardly  consistent  with  the  principle  upon  which  the 
statute  of  Gloucester  has  been  interpreted.  It  appears 
to  me,  that  the  statute  now  before  us  should  be  liberally 
construed :  the  trustees  should  pay  this  price  for  the 
great  power  which  is  given  to  them.  The  words  are 
these  [his  Lordship  here  read  the  first  part  of  the 
thirty-first  section].  Now  the  words  ^^  also  of  the  said 
inquest "  must  mean  something  besides  that  denoted  by 
the  preceding  words;  and  I  cannot  draw  any  line:  I 
think  they  must  mean  all  costs  whatsoever :  it  is  like  the 
case  of  a  trial,  where  one  party  obtains  a  verdict.  There 
are  certainly  later  parts  in  this  section  which  appear  to 
be  rather  inconsistent  with  the  earlier  part ;  but  I  do 
not  think  that  we  are  bound  to  reconcile  them  r  and  at 
any  rate  they  have  no  distinct  bearing  upon  the  present 
question.  The  costs,  therefore,  of  the  brief  and  wit- 
nesses are  to  be  allowed,  but  not  costs  of  surveyors. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
twenty-eighth  section  describes  the  inquest  to  be  held, 
and  points  out  what  is  to  be  done.  All  the  expenses 
incidental  to  this  proceeding  appear  to  me  to  be  costs 
of  inquest;  as  would  be  the  case  with  costs  of  an  in- 

(a)  I  8a».  205. 

quisition 
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quisition   or  trial.      With   respect  to   the  forty-third        lSS4f. 

section,  it  seems  to  me  rather  to  mj^ke  against  the  ap- 

plication,  for  it  provides  expressly  for  the  expenses  of       agaimi 
*;  ;  J        .  .  ^  ^  TboJusticcof 

the  hearmg  and  determimng.  ihe  City  of 


ToBx: 


Taunton  J.  Our  decision  in  this  case  will  not  affect 
the  decision  as  to  costs  in  other  cases.  At  common 
law  no  costs  were  recoverable ;  then  they  were  given  by 
the  statute  of  Gloucester  {aj^  in  cases  where  damages 
should  be  recoverable,  either  by  that  statute  or  other- 
wbe  (6).  No  costs  are  recoverable  except  by  statute. 
The  words  here  are^  costs  ^^  of  the  said  inquest"  This 
must  be  intended  to  include  all  the  costs  of  the  trial, 
like  the  costs  of  a  reference.  With  respect  to  the  costs 
of  surveyors,  I  should  pause  before  saying  that  costs 
are  to  be  allowed  for  them,  qua  surveyors ;  but  if  they 
have  been  witnesses,  they  will  be  on  the  same  footing 
as  others. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute,  for  a  mandamus  to  allow 
the  costs  and  expenses  incurred  by 
M.  G.  in  and  about  the  inquest. 

(a)  6  £d.  1.  c.  1.  s.  2.  (6)  See  8  Insi.  2S9.  (13). 
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j^^nUt      '^^^  ^^^®  against  Fowler,  Meynbll,  Golds- 

BB0U6H,  and  Appleton. 


TwowTTeyori    JJT^IGHTMAN  bad  obtained  a  rule  in  EaUer  term 

of  the  bigbwajB    Vr 

iDdudedin  last,  Calling  upon  two  justices  of  the  peace  for 

their  ■coouoti 

certain  ei-        the  North  Riding  of  Yorkshire^  and  two  surveyors  of 

peases  incurred    ,       ,  .   ,  «    ,  ,  .        4.  »,-.,,        .  .1 

in  Biipportiog  the  highways  of  the  township  of  Kirkleavtngton  m  the 

mem?f  one  of  Same  riding,  to  shew  cause  why  a  certiorari  should  not 

ranreyorTora  ^^^  ^  remove  into  this  Court  an  order  made  hy  the 

^"Ifwt  anTpl  **'''  justices,  allowing  the  accounts  of  the  said  surveyors 

peal  toUie  for  the  year  ending  the  15th  of  October  1883,  and  also 

sioDsi  which  to  remove  the  said  accounts  and  certain  attomies'  and 

appeal  was  dis- 
charged; and     and  other  bills,  which  were  referred  to  generally  in  the 
also  expenses  in  ,  /«      «  .  1      «  1  1        • 

opposing  a  rule  accounts,  but  of  which  the  amounts  only  Were  therem 
to  remove  into  mentioned,  without  the  items  of  which  they  consisted. 
Khig's^Be^  It  appeared  by  the  affidavits,  that  the  accounts  of  the 
their  accounts,    disbursements  contained  twenty-four  items,  amountmff 

as  surveyors,  ,/  ^  0 

for  a  previous     to  165/.  8s.  7rf.,  and  that  of  these  there  were  five  items, 

year,  which 

rule  was  amounting  together  to  100/.  155.  S^cL^  for  law  expenses 

discharged. 

These  expenses  incurred  by  the  surveyors.  Part  of  these  expenses 
agreed  to  by  Were  incurred  in  defending  an  appeal  to  the  quarter 
nor  anowed°by  sessions  agahist  the  appointment  of  one  6f  the  present 
thCT*were^*'''  defendants  as  surveyor  for  a  preceding  year,  which 
aoooumsI"T^    *PP^^  ^^  discharged;  and  the  rest  in  opposing  a  rule 

accounts  being    for  a  Certiorari  to  remove  into  the  Court  of  Kinir's  Bench 

submitted  to  a  " 

meeting  of  the    the  accounts  for  a  previous  year  of  the  same  surveyor 

inhabitants,  tlie 
items  referring 

to  these  expenses  were  objected  to.  The  accounU  were  duly  taken  to  a  single  justfce,  who 
postponed  the  allowance  to  the  special  sessions,  at  which  the  accounu  were  allowed.  The 
items  were  objected  to  both  before  the  single  jusUce  and  at  the  special  sessions :  Held, 
that  the  special  sessions  had  jurisdiction,  under  stat.  IS  G.  3.  c.  78.  «.  48.,  to  allow  the  ac- 
counU; and  that  therefore,  by  the  eighty-first  section  of  the  same  statute^  the  order  of 
allowance  could  not  be  removed  by  certiorari. 

and 
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and  another  of  the  present  defendants^  being  then  the  18S4* 
tw6  surveyors;  which  ruk  was  finally  dtsdiarged« 
lliefe  had  been  no  agreement  of  the  inhabitants  of  the 
township  to  the  incurring  of  these  expenses  before  or  after 
Ihey  had  been  inonrred^  nor  were  they  allowed  by  any 
justice  of  the  peace,  except  as  hereafter  mentbned.  Th# 
whole  accounts  of  the  year  ending  the  15th  of  Oetober^ 
1833  were  produced  at  a  meeting  of  the  township^ 
when  the  first  items  before  mentioned  were  objected  to^ 
The  accounts  were  afterwards  duly  taken  to  a  single 
justice^  l>eFore  whom  the  same  objections  weie  made^ 
The  justice  postponed  the  allowance  to  the  epecial 
sessions,  at  which  the  same  objection  Was  made^  and  «be 
ipetiil  sessions  allowed  the  whole  aoconnts* 

Alexander  now  shewed  ca^se^  The  eigfaty^fim  seetioft 
of  the  statute  13  6.  3.  cr.  78*  provides  that  no  pmoued^ 
ifigs  had  or  taken  in  pi&suanee  if  ikat  <Ki  sliall  be  re** 
iloved  by  certiorari.  The  forty-eighth  section  directs 
that  the  surveyor  shall  keep  book^  and  enter  in  them 
accounts  of  monies  received  and  paid ;  that  he  shall  pro>* 
duce  ibem  at  a  vestiy  or  other  public  meeting  iield  for 
that  purpose,  for  the  inspection  of  the  inhabitants;  and 
that  he  shall  afterwards  lay  them  before  a  justice^  wb» 
may  allow  them,  or  postpoite  the  allowance  to  the  special 
sessions ;  at  which  they  are  to  be  allowed  or  disafiowedw 
All  this  has  been  done ;  and  the  accounts  having  been 
regularly  allowed  at  special  sessions,  the  order  of  allow«^ 
ance  is  a  proceeding  had  and  taken  in  pursuance  of  the 
act,  and,  therefore,  not  removable  by  certiorari.  In  Hex 
V.  The  Justices  qf  St.  Albans  (a),  the  Court  refosed  to 

(a>  BB.^C.  S9S. 

grant 


Fowler. 
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1884.        grant  a  certiorari  to  remove  an  appointment  of  surveyors 
under  the  same  act.     Even  if  it  be  admitted  that  the 

The  ,KiNO 

agakut  justices  have  acted  informally,  it  will  not  follow  that  the 
certiorari  can  be  granted;  Bex  v.  Casson{a).  A  cer- 
tiorari was  granted  in  Res  v.  The  Jusiices  of  the  West 
Biding  of  Yorkshire  (6),  removing  an  order  made  by  the 
quarter  sessions  respecting  the  allowance  of  a  surveyor's 
accounts ;  but  that  was  on  the  ground  that  the  quarter 
sessions  had  no  jurisdiction  under  the  act  The  same 
observation  is  applicable  to  Bex  v.  Mitchell  (c).  In  Bex 
V.  The  Justices  of  Somersetshire  (cQ)  &  surveyor's  accounts 
were  removed  by  certiorari  from  the  special  sessions; 
but,  in  that  case,  the  special  sessions  had  acted  without 
authority,  inasmuch  as  the  accounts  had  been  carried 
to  the  special  sessions  in  the  first  instance^  without 
having  been  submitted,  as  the  act  directs,  to  a  single 
magistrate.  Upon  a  similar  principle,  a  certiorari  was 
allowed  in  the  Anonymous  case,  reported  in  a  note  to  the 
preceding  case  {e).  The  decision  upon  3&4i  Wi^^M. 
c.  12.  s.  28.,  in  Bex  v.  The  Jusiices  of  Derbyshire  {g\  is 
to  be  explained'  in  the  same  way :  there  the  certiorari 
was  granted  to  remove  an  order  from  the  quarter  ses- 
sions, on  the  ground  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction 
at  all,  the  statute  merely  giving  poWer  to  the  spedal 
sessions.  In  Bex  v.  The  Justices  qf  the  North  Biding  of 
Yorkshire{h),  the  surveyor  had  taken  the  accounts,  without 
the  assessments,  before  the  single  magistrate ;  and  the 
Court  accordingly  held  that  his  reference  of  the  accounts 
to  the  special  sessions  gave  them  no  jurisdicUon.     It  is 

(a)  SD.iR.  36.  {b)  5  T.  R,  629. 

(c)  5  r.  n.  701.  (rf)  5B.  ^C  816. 

{e)  SB.^C,  818.  note  (a),  (g)  2  Ld.  JTen^'t  Notes,  299. 

(A)  6A*C.  152. 

true 
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true  that,  in  some  cases,  specified  in  the  sixty-sixth  sec-  18S4. 
tion,  certain  steps  are  necessary  before  the  surveyor  is 
entitled  to  incur  expense.  Those  cases  are,  prosecutions 
for  non-repair  of  a  highway,  or  for  nuisance  upon  a 
highway,  and  defences  of  indictments  against  the  parish. 
But  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  in  all  other  cases  he  is 
precluded  from  claiming  expenses  actually  and  bon&  fide 
incurred  in  the  discharge  of  his  public  duties.  The 
legislature  clearly  intended  to  trust  the  magistrate  with 
the  discretion  as  to  the  propriety  of  charges,  and  as  to 
their  necessary  connection  with  the  surveyor's*  duty. 
ITaunton  J.  The  surveyor  certainly  might  have  to  de- 
fend himself  at  law  in  a  case  in  which  the  parish  were 
the  real  parties,  — in  a  mandamus,  for  instance.  If  the 
narrow  construction  were  to  prevail,  he  could  not  have 
this  expense  allowed.  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Or  he 
might  be  sued  for  taking  gravel,  which  he  is  allowed  to 
do,  and  may  be  under  the  necessity  of  douig  (a).  ] 

Wightman  and  S.  Temple^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The 
forty-eighth  section  specifies  several  expenses  with  which 
the  surveyor  may  credit  himself  in  his  accounts ;  and 
these  do  not  include  law  expenses.  The  sixty-sixth 
section,  it  is  true,  does  enable  the  surveyor  to  charge 
in  his  accounts  certain  law  expenses;  but  these  &re 
confined  to  prosecutions  for  not  repairing  highways, 
or  for  nuisances  on  the  highways,  and  to  the  defence  of 
indictments  against  the  parish  &c.;  and  the  expenses 
to  be  allowed  are  only  the  reasonable  expenses  incurred 
after  the  prosecution  or  defence  shall  have  been  agreed 
upon  by  the  inhabitants  at  a  vestry  or  public  meeting, 

(a)  S«;t«  99. 

or 
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16Si*  or  allowed  by  a  jusdoe  of  the  peace  withia  the  limit 
where  the  highway  lies.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J«  I(  that 
the  sort  of  exprtwim  which  ^cf^  cessare  iaciium^  Does 
it  follow  that  the  sunreyor  is  to  be  allowed  no  other 
expenses  which  be  has  incurred  in  the  course  of  hia 
duty?  The  forty-eighth  section  does  not  jHrofess  to 
specify  all  the  expenses  which  are  to  be  allowed.]  Li 
the  thirtieth  section,  there  is  a  specification  of  expenics 
which  the  surveyor,  by  proceeding  in  a  particular  man- 
ner,  is  enabled  to  defray;  if  he  had  a  general  power 
of  laying  out  money,  this  clause  would  be  unnecessary. 
Unless  the  surveyor  be  empowered  by  the  act  to 
charge  the  items  objected  to,  they  ought  not  to  be  in  the 
aeoounts  at  all:  and  then  the  special  sessions  have  no 
jurisdiction;  which  satisfies  the  test  contended  far  on  the 
other  side.  In  JSer  v.  Bird  (a),  the  Court  held  that, 
under  the  general  powers  of  stat  18  G.  S.  c.  19.  s.  4., 
the  overseers  could  not  pay  a  constable  the  expenses 
of  prosecuting  for  an  assault  committed  upon  him  in  the 
execution  of  his  duty.  The  jurisdiction  of  magbtrates 
should  be  construed  strictly ;  otherwise  items  over  which 
they  have  no  jurisdiction  may  be  protected  by  associat* 
kig  them  with  items  which  are  within  their  authori^; 
at^  for  instance,  if  a  surveyor  were  to  credit  bimselC 
together  with  proper  charges,  with  the  expenses  of  an 
action  for  a  libel  upon  him  in  his  character  of  surveyor. 
l^WiUiams  J.  Supposing  it  to  be  shewn  that  the  ma* 
gistrate  has  jarisdiction  over  nineteen  out  of  twenty 
items,  but  not  over  the  twentieth?  Do  you  say  that  that 
vonld  prevent  the  certiocari  from  bemg  taken  away?] 

(a)  S  P.  4r  '^iid.  528. 

In 


Fowttcto. 
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In  Bex  ¥»  SoMieri  {a)^  wa  indictiiMit  wae  rmnoved  kfy       1894. 

certionri  kito  Cbe  Cooit  of  King^s  Bench,  wbieh  oon-       

tametf  coants  en  a  conspiracy  al  oomnon  law,  tegeUiier  >«mtf 
with  oountft  oo  stal,  90  G.£.  €?.  24.,  altboogli  the  twentiedi 
nectioii  of  that^tatttte  enacts  that  m>  omiovari  ibaH  ke 
granted  to  temofe  any  ladietmeDt,  eonvioiion^  or  ««her 
proceedings  htiA  ^tliereon  m  piiirsaance*af  the  act*  On  tbe 
same  principle,  if  an  aUowance  iDcloda  itesM  net  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  special  seasioiu,  dw  certmari 
mubt  'be  granted,  althongh  other  ileina  iie  ivithki  >the  ju- 
riadiction.  The  jurisdiction  night,  perhaps,  'eiitend  to  a 
^case  where  ifae  expenses  were  incarlped  4n  eeiweqaeBiBe 
of  an  act  which  the  surveyor  was  legally  boand  toperfom 
for  the  parish :  but  that  is  not  so  here. 

Lord  DenMah  C.  J.  On  die  whole,  I  thiiA  that 
ihe  mi^strates  had  jurisdiction  in  ikis  xksCj  that  the 
proceedings,  therdbre,  were  had  in  pnrswanee  lef  the 
act,  and  that,  consequently,  diey  cannot  be  TeoKrred 
by  certiorari.  I  was,  indeed,  VMich  struck  with  tins  Ian- 
gupge  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Jbbottf  respeating  tbe 
statute  so  6. 2.  €.  24.  {b)  But  here  the  law  expenats 
appear  to  hare  been  incurred  booA  fide ;  and  tlie  statute 
certainly  intended  the  magistrates  lo  exercise  a  (dis- 
cietioD. 

LnTLBOALE  J.  It  appears  to  me,  also,  that  the 'ma- 
gistrates  had  jurisdiction,  and  that,  conaeqaently,  tbe  oea- 
tiorari  is  taken  away.  The  forty-eighth  section  of  1^  6.8. 
c.  78.  directs  that  the  surveyor  shall  enter  an  account  to 
whom  and  on  what  occasions  he  shall  have  paid  or  applied 

(o)  SD,  i  A.  611.  (6)  itoTT.  Saunden,6D.  {•  JB.  618. 

the 
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1834.        the  money  which  shall  have  come  into  his  hands.  Now, 

law  expenses  are  such  payments.     Then  it  is  urged  that 

against        the  sixty-sixth  section  directs  that  the  opinion  of  the  in- 

FoWLIft* 

habitants  shall  be  taken  before  the  surveyor  shall  incur 
any  expenses  in  certain  prosecutions  or  defences;  in 
which  case  only,  such  expenses  are  to  be  allowed  to  him ; 
and  that,  therefore,  he  cannot  properly  incur  any  other 
law  expenses.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  there  must  be 
many  other  cases  in  which  the  surveyor  is  forced  to 
incur  law  expenses,  and  that  it  would  be  very  hard  if  he 
were  not  to  be  allowed  such  expenses,  when  the  magis- 
trates think  such  allowance  proper  :  and  this  appears  to 
me  to  be  such  a  case. 

Taunton  J.  The  forty-eighth  section  gives  power, 
in  the  first  instance,  to  the  single  justice  to  allow  the 
surveyors'  account;  and,  in  the  event  of  his  not  being 
satisfied,  the  special  sessions  are  to  allow  or  disallow. 
Had  the  special  sessions  jurisdiction  to  allow  the  items 
In  question  here  ?  If  they  had,  the  certiorari  is  taken 
away :  and  it  does  not  follow  from  their  having  used  their 
discretion  erroneously  (supposing  them  to  have  done  so) 
that  they  have  acted  without  jurisdiction :  if  we  thought 
them  wrong,  we  should  only  difi*^  from  their  conclusion. 
It  did  strike  me  forcibly,  at  first,  that  the  sixty-sixth 
section  appeared  to  confine  the  allowance  of  law  expenses, 
and  consequently  the  jurisdiction,  to  particular  instances ; 
but,  on  consideration,  I  think  that  construction  much  too 
narrow.  I  cannot  say  that,  if  the  surveyor  has  incurred 
the  expenses  bona  fide,  he  has  been  wrong  in  so  doing; 
and  that  being  so,  the  sixty-sixth  section  may  be  lefl  out 
of  consideration.     I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the 

justices 
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justices  had  a  jurisdiction,  and  that  the  certiorari  is  con-        18S4. 
sequently  taken  away. 


Williams  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  support 
of  the  rule,  counsel  were  driven  to  contend  that,  even 
supposing  the  justices  to  have  jurisdiction  over  the  bulk 
of  the  account,  a  single  item  in  that  account,  as  to 
which  they  had  no  jurisdiction,  would  prevent  the  allow- 
ance from  being  a  proceeding  under  the  act,  and  ex- 
clude the  operation  of  the  clause  which  takes  away  the 
certiorari;  and  a  case  was  cited  in  answer  to  my  enquiry 
on  this  point.  Still  the  question  would  remain,  whether 
or  not  the  item  was  shewn  to  be  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 
As  to  this,  I  own  I  have  some  doubts ;  but  it  seems  to 
me  too  much  to  say  that  the  justices  have  no  jurisdiction 
at  all. 

Rule  discharged. 


Tbe  Kino 
against 

FOWLKB. 


QN 


In  the  Matter  of  Elmy  and  Sawyer.  ^'^^. 

the  motion  o(  PlatL  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  was  A  pmrty  oon- 

"^  ▼icted  in  a 


issued  in  this  term,  directed  to  the  keeper  of  the  penalty  under 

an  act  against 

gaol  of  Ipswichy  commanding  him  to  have  the  bodies  of  smuggling 
Samuel  Elmy  and  James  Satm/er  before  the  Court,  to  un-  i,  5s.),  was* 

committed  to 
gaol  by  warrant  of  tbe  convicting  juKtTces,  till  he  should  pay  the  forfeiture.  Tbe  act  (s.  9a) 
empowers  justices  to  amend  any  such  conviction  or  warrant  of  commitment,  whether  before 
or  after  conyiction.  Four  days  after  the  committal,  the  warrant  (which  was  defective  in 
point  of  law)  was  withdrawn  from  the  gaoler's  possession,  and  another  substituted ;  it  did 
not  appear  by  whom.  The  second  warrant  was  of  the  same  date,  and  signed  and  sealed  by 
the  same  justices  as  tbe  first,  and  did  not  materially  yary  from  it,  except  that  in  tbe 
recital  of  the  conyiction  certain  cordage  was  said  to  be  adapted  for  *'  slinging'*  casks,  in- 
stead of  **  slinging  or  sinking;  **  and  the  name  of  the  place  at  which  the  parly  was  said  to 
have  been  detained  for  his  offence,  was  altered.  The  above  facts,  and  copies  of  the  war- 
rants, being  returned  on  certiorari  and  habeas  corpus : 

Held,  that  the  Court  could  not  presume,  either  from  the  facts  returned,  or  from  the 
warrants,  that  the  second  warrant  was  substituted  by  the  justices,  as  an  amendment  of  the 
>6nt,  in  pursuance  of  the  authority  given  them  by  the  act.     The  prisoner  was  discharged. 

dergo. 


8*4  CASJBS  IN  TRINITY  TRBM 

IMI.  dfHfjgQb  Scc.{  and  a  certiorari  was  at  the  same  time  imied 
*""""*  to  Francis  Robinson  and  James  Woolmtr^  Esquires,  two 
£Lttr«Bd  justices  for  the  borough  of  DmrnicA^  in  the  county  of 
Suffolk^  to  remove  into  this  court  all  examioatioiiSy  in- 
fimnatioDs,  depontionsi  and  convictions  made  and  taken 
before  them  or  either  of  them  toudiing  the  commitment 
of  the  said  Elmy  and  Samfer  <hi  a  charge  of  smugglii^. 
The  rule  lor  a  certiorari  was  grounded  upon  an  affi- 
ikvit  «sade^  pursuant  io  stat  S  &  4  fF.  4}.  c.  S^  s.  90^ 
(undjnr  whidt  act  the  conviction  took  place,)  by  £faiy 
and  Safooyer^  and  their  attorney,  stating  several  olgeor 
tioBs  to  fhe  •conviction  and  other  proceedings  before 
1!he  justices;  pcnnting  out  certain  defects  in  the  warrants 
hy  which  the  defendants  were  originally  committed;  and 
ailing  that  the  justices  had  wididrawn  the  first  two 
warrants  and  made  and  executed  in  their  place  entirely 
tiew  ones,  which  they  had  no  right  to  do.  The 
gaoler  made  the  following  return :  —  I,  Samuel  Jokn" 
son  &c,  do  certify,  &c.,  '^  that  before  the  coming  to 
me  of  the  annexed  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  to  wit,  on 
Sunday^  the  18th  day  of  May  18S4,  James  Sattyer,  one  of 
%he  persons  in  the  said  writ  named,  was  delivered  into 
my  custody  at  the  said  gaol,  under  and  by  virtue  of  a 
certain  warrant  of  commitment,  bearing  date  the  1 7th 
.t]ay  of  the  said  month  of  May^  under  the  hands  and  seals 
of  JP.  H.  and  J.  W.^  Esquires,  two  of  his  Majesty's  justices 
of  the  peace  for  the  borough  of  Dunwichj  in  the  county 
ofSi^blkg  which  said  warrant  of  commitment  is  in  the 
words  following;  (that  is  to  say,)"-^The  warrant  was  then 
set  out,  addressed  to  Join  Dewblackf  an  ofRcer  of  cus- 
toms, and  Samuel  Johnson,  the  keeper  of  the  county  gaol 
at  Ipswich,  setting  out  at  length  the  conviction  o(  Sawyer 
by  the  above-mendoned  justices  of  an  ofl^ce  against  an 

act 
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act  of  parliament  relating  to  the  customs,  and  that  be        1834. 
was  adjudged  to  have  forfeited  for  his  said  offence  lOOi,        """*■    ^ 

,  Inih«MatterBf 

which  sum  bad  not  been  paid ;  and  the  warrant  required  Elmt  and 
the  oflScer  of  customs  to  whom  it  was  directed,  to  convey 
the  said  Saayer  to  the  county  gaol  at  Ipsmch  and  deliver 
him  to  the  gaoler,  and  the  gaoler  to  receive  and  keep 
him  until  he  should  pay  the  forfeiture.  The  warrant 
was  signed  and  sealed  by  the  justices,  and  bore  date  the 
17th  of  May  1834.  The  return  then  proceeded  as  fol- 
lows : — *<  And  I  the  said  Samuel  Johnson,  do  hereby  fur- 
ther certify  that  the  said  James  Samfer  was  detained  in 
my  custody  in  the  said  gaol  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
said  warrant  of  commitment  until  Thursday  the  22d  day 
of  the  said  month  of  May,  when  some  person  in  my  ab- 
sence came  to  the  said  gaol,  and  obtained  possession  of 
and  carried  away  the  said  warrant  of  commitment,  and 
left  at  the  said  gaol,  in  lieu  thereof,  a  certain  other 
warrant  of  commitment,  bearing  date  the  said  17th  day 
of  May,  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  the  said  justices, 
which  last  mentioned  warrant  of  commitment  is  in  the 
words  following,  that  is  to  say,  *  Borough  of  Dunwich  in 
the  county  of  Suffblkj  to  wit.  To  John  Demblack  an  officer 
of  customs,  and  to  Samuel  Johnson  the  gaoler  or  keeper 
of  the  gaol  at  Ipswich  in  the  county  of  Suffolk  .*  Whereas 
James  Sawyer,  Sec. : ' "  this  warrant  then  recited  at  length 
a  conviction  of  James  Sawyer  by  the  above  justices  of  an 
offence  which  appeared  to  be  substantially  the  same  as 
that  set  forth  in  the  former  commitment^  but  the  state- 
ment was  varied  in  several  particulars  (a) :  and  it  con- 
cluded 

(a)  The  principal  alterations  vrere,  that  the  original  commitment  set  out 
the  conviction  m  charging  the  defendanu  with  having  been  on  board  a 
boat  liable  to  forfeiture  for  having  on  board  cordage  adapted  for  slinging 
or  sMcmg  small  casks,  whereas  in  the  second  commitment  the  words,  "  or 

Vol.  L  S  K  •»«Wn«»" 


846  PASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 

1834.       daded  «s  follows :  — ^^  And  whereas  we  the  siud  justices 

"    ^  did  adjudize  thai  the  said  J.  5.  had  forreited  for  his  said 

£x.MT  Aod     o&nce  the  sum  of  lOO/f  which  said  sum  of  10(tf.  has 
Sawtsb* 

not  been  paid ;  these  are  therefore  to  require  you,"  &c 

The  requisition  was  to  the  same  officer  and  gaoler,  and 
in  the  same  words  as  that  in  the  previous  warrant  The 
warrant  was  signed  and  sealed  by  the  abore  two  justices, 
and  bore  date.(like  the  preceding  one)  the  17th  of  3f^ 
1894.  The  return  then  went  on,  —  ^^  And  I  the  said 
Samuel  Johnscm  do  hereby  further  certify,  that  from  the 
said  22d  day  of  the  said  month  of  Moy^  the  said  James 
Sanajfer  has  been  and  now  is  detained  in  my  custody  in 
the  said  gaol  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  last-mendcmed 
warrant  of  commitment,  which  is  the  cause  of  the  taking 
and  detaining  of  the  said  J.  S.,  whose  body  I  have  ready 
as  by  the  annexed  writ  I  am  commanded."  The  return 
as  to  Ebmy  was  in  similar  terms.  Upon  these  returns, 
and  upon  the  return  to  the  certiorari  of  the  several  con- 
victions and  warrants  of  commitment^  it  was  now  moved 
that  the  return  should  be  quashed  and  the  prisoners 
discharged. 

Sir  J.  Campbell^  Attorney-General,  and  Dundas 
shewed  cause  (a).  A  good  ground  of  detention  is  as- 
signed in  the  return  to  the  habeas  corpus.  The  staL 
3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  53.  s.  90.  enacts,  that  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  any  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace,  and  they  are 
thereby  required,  to  amend  any  information,  convictioi^ 

sinkingy**  were  left  out  (see  Ez  parte  Pain,  S  B,  ^  C.  S51.) ;  and  that  the 
fint  commitinent  stated  the  defendant  to  have  been  detained  npon  the 
cfaaigo  at  Th^eHont  whereas  the  second  laid  the  detainer  at  the  boroafh 
niDunwkh,  for  which  the  justices  acted 

(a)  The  motion  as  to  Sawyer  was  first  considered,  and  the  ddermioation 
of  the  Court  on  that  wm  taken  as  deciding  the  other  one. 

or 
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or  warrant  of  commitment  for  any  offence  under  any       1854. 
act  for  the  prevention  of  smuggling,  or  relating  to  the  - 

lo  the  Mfttter  of 

customs,  at  any  time,  whether  before  or  after  convio-     £LMTAn4 

tion.    The  second  warrant  here  was  an  amended  war* 

rant,  according  to  the  statute,  and  the  return  shews 

that  the  prisoner  is  detained  under  it     [Lord  Dfii- 

man  C.  J.     It  will  be  objected,  that  nothing  is  shewn  to 

satisfy  the  Court  that  the  amendment  was  made,  or  the 

second  warrant  substituted  for  the  first,  by  the  authority 

of  the  justices.]    The  return  sufficiently  shews  that, 

unless,  which  will  scarcely  be  contended,  an  affidavit  is 

necessary  in  addition.     The  second  warrant  is  stated  to 

be  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  the  same  two  justices, 

and  to  have  been  left  **  in  lieu"  of  the  first    [Lord 

Denman  C.  J.     It  states  different  facts.]    Not  in  any 

material  respect:  the  principal  amendment  is  only  for 

the  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  justices  had  jurisdiction. 

The  amendment  directed  by  the  act  may  be  made  by 

substituting  a  new  warrant :  it  cannot  be  necessary  that 

the  alterations  should  be  written  upon  the  original  paper 

or  parchment    [Lord  Denman  C.  J.    They  might  state 

in  the  new  warrant  that  it  was  substituted  by  them  for 

the  other.]    If  they  in  fact  amend  the  original  warrant, 

under  the  authority  of  an  act  of  parliament,  there  is  no 

occasion  for  reciting  that  they  so  amend  it 

Besides,  there  is,  in  the  present  case,  a  good  convic- 
tion returned  to  the  Court;  and  if  it  appear,  on  motion 
to  discharge  a  party  upon  habeas  corpus,  that  there  is  a 
valid  conviction,  the  Court  will  not  interpose.  In  Rex 
V.  Taj/lor  (a),  it  was  said  by  the  Court  that  they  would 
not  discharge  on  a  deiect  in  the  warrant  of  commitment 

(a)  7D,i  R.  622. 

S  K  2  until 
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1834.        until  the  conviction  was  before  them.     Bex  v.  Ham^ 

'       kins{a)j  in  which  that  rule  was  acted  upon»  is  there 

Blmy  and  cited  and  assented  to;  and  Abbott  C.  J.  and  Bcyley  J. 
▲wTXft.  intimate  their  opinion,  that  if  a  legal  conviction  were 
shewn,  the  commitment  would  be  supported.  This  was 
assumed  in  Rex  v.  Rogers  (6),  where,  a  warrant  of  com- 
mitment being  objected  to,  Abbott  C.  J.  said,  ^*  We  are 
bound  to  presume^  until  the  contrary  is  shewn,  that 
there  has  been  a  good  conviction,  and  that  the  magis- 
trate has  done  every  thing  required  of  him  by  law.*' 
In  Rex  V.  Allen  (c),  where  the  justices  had  returned  to 
the  sessions  a  convicUon  signed  and  sealed  by  them, 
that  conviction  was  held  to  be  the  regular  one,  though 
another  had  been  previously  signed  and  sealed  by  the 
same  justices,  and  delivered  to  the  convicted  party. 
[Littledale  J.  The  diflSculty  here  is,  to  make  the  second 
warrant  a  warrant  of  commitment  at  all.  The  first  was 
withdrawn;  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  prisoner 
was  charged  under  the  second  by  any  proper  au- 
thority.] 

Piatt  and  Palmer  contra.  The  Court  will  not,  against 
the  liberty  of  the  subject,  intend  any  thing  which  does 
not  appear  on  the  return.  The  return  states,  that  the 
defendant  was  regularly  in  custody  under  the  first  war- 
raat,  but  that  that  was  withdrawn  on  the  22d  of  May, 
by  some  person  who  left  at  the  gaol,  in  lieu  thereof,  a 
certain  other  warrant  of  commitment,  which  it  then 
sets  out.  It  does  not  appear  by  that  warrant,  that  it 
related  to  the  same  person  or  same  ofience.  No  person 
was  actually  given  into  the  gaoler's  charge  on  that 

(o)  ForUK.  S72.  (6)  ID.4;  R.  156. 

(c)  l5SaM,5S5. 

warrant. 
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warrant     Nothing  was  done  but  substituting  one  paper        18S4» 
for  the  other.     It  cannot  be  said  that  there  is  a  con-  _    .  ^        ^ 

lo  toe  Matter  Cx 

▼iction  before  the  Court  to  which  the  second  warrant  £lkt  wd 
relates.  It  does  not  even  appear  by  any  express  state- 
ment) whether  the  first  or  the  second  was  the  warrant 
originally  made.  And  supposing  this  were  otherwise^ 
no  authorit)r  has  been  cited  to  shew  that  whqre  a  party 
has  been  illegally  in  custody  under  a  commitment,  be 
can  be  detained  in  such  custody  by  amended  process. 

Sir  J.  Campbell,  Attorney-General,  in  reply  (a).  The 
signing  and  sealing  of  the  warrant  by  the  two  justices, 
is  a  sufficient  proof  that  they  gave  their  authority  for  its 
being  used.  It  will  not  be  intended  that  the  warrant 
was  surreptitiously  taken  from  them  and  carried  to  the 
gaoler,  they  not  having  meant  it  to  be  made  use  of.  It 
is  said,  that  the  defendant  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
charged  under  the  second  warrant;  but  there  was  no 
occasion  for  any  fresh  charging.  When  the  amended 
warrant  was  delivered  to  the  gaoler  it  operated  retro- 
spectively, and  took  effect  as  from  the  time  of  the  ori- 
ginal commitment* 

Lord  DteNMAN  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  de- 
fendant, in  this  case,  is  not  detained  under  a  good 
warrant  of  commitment.  The  act  does,  indeed,  give 
power  to  the  justices  to  amend  any  conviction  or  war* 
rant  of  commitment ;  and  in  this  case  they  had  a  per- 
fect right  to  make  such  amendment,  if  an  error  was 
discovered.  But  it  ought  to  appear  by  the  return 
that  they  had   done   so,   or   there  should   have  been 

(o)  The  Attorney. General,  ai  rcpretenling  the  Growo,  daiined  to  be 
hcerd  last. 

8  K  3  in 
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1884.        in  the  Beoond  warrant  such  an  aUosion  to  the  first  as 
.  ^  shoold  have  clearly  shewn,   that  the  intendon  of  the 

ELMTAod  justices  was  to  commit  regularly  for  the  same  ofienoe 
for  which  they  had  before  committed  irr^ularly.  It 
does  not  appear  in  this  case^  that  upon  the  conviction 
recited  in  the  second  warrant,  the  justices  did  not 
enquire  into  a  totally  new  set  of  facts,  in  which  case 
their  act  would  be  irregular,  and  not  warranted  by  the 
statute.  As  this  is  a  proceeding  which  restrains  die 
liberty  of  the  subject,  it  ought  to  appear  that  the  thmg 
done  was  in  perfect  conformity  to  the  statute.  The 
party  is  therefore  entitled  to  his  discharge. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  ap- 
pears by  the  return,  that  the  first  warrant  was  taken 
away,  and  a  second  brought  in  lieu  of  it;  but  nothing  is 
stated  to  show  that  the  party  was  detained  under  the 
second  by  the  authority  of  the  justices^  exc^t  that  that 
warrant  is  under  their  hands  and  seals.  It  would  have 
been  easy  for  the  gaoler  to  make  enquiry,  and  satisfy 
himself  that  the  justices,  havmg  power  to  amend  their 
first  warrant,  had  in  fact  made  such  amendment;  but 
it  does  not  appear  that  he  did  so,  or  that  he  satisfied 
himself  who  the  person  was  who  brought  the  warrant. 
It  may  be  that  the  warrant  was  delivered  to  him  under 
circumstances  which  justified  him  in  detaining  the  party; 
but  that  is  not  shewn  by  the  return.  The  question  is, 
whether  the  prisoner  appears  to  have  been  detained  or 
charged  under  the  second  warrant  of  commitment;  and 
that  document  certainly  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be 
any  authority  for  detaining  him.  I  do  not  say  that  the 
justices  ought  to  have  gone  in  their  own  persons  to  the 
gaoler,  and  made  their  alterations  on  the  original  war- 
rant. 
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rant,  or  that  they  might  not  make  a  second  on  a  new        1854. 

piece  of  parchment;  as  to  this  I  give  no  opinion;  bnti  if       

they  adopted  the  latter  coarse,  they  might  have  con-      ELxrBndf 

veyed  the  warrant  to  the  gaoler  in  such  a  way  as  to 

apprise  him  of  their  intention,  either  by  sending  it  in*  a 

letter,  and  therein  stating  how  it  differed  from  the  ibr« 

mer  warrant  (in  which  ease  they  might  have  added,- 

that  the  amendment  was  made  onder  the  statute),  or  by 

personally  delivering  the  second  warrant  to  him  in  lieu 

of  the  first,  and  requiring  that  to  be  given  up.     Here  it 

does  not  appear  that  any  act  was  done  by  the  justices 

with  reference  to  the  second  warrant;  nor  does  the 

instrument  itself  show  that  there  was  any  amendment 

made  in  pursuance  of  the  statute.     I  do  not  mean  to 

say  that  the  warrant  is  wrong  in  itself;  but  it  is  not 

in  strictness  made  out  that  the  prisoner  is  detained 

under  it. 

Tauntoh  J.  I  think  there  is  no  reasonable  doubt 
upbn  this  question.  Primd  facie  the  warrant  under 
which  the  party  was  received  into  custody  must  be  pre- 
sumed the  genuine  one;  and,  to  enable  us  id  consider 
that  put  an  end  to,  the  second  warrant  ought  to  have 
been  fidly  established  as  the  act  of  the  justices  who 
issued  the  first.  To  say  that  the  warrant  verifies  itself 
in  this  respect,  is  a  peUuo  prindpii.  The  words  **  given 
under  our  hands  and  seals"  &c.  do  not  shew  that  it  was 
signed  and  sealed  by  the  justices  in  lieu  of  the  former 
warrant,  or  intended  to  operate  as  an  amendment  of  it 
in  pursuance  of  the  act.  Nor  does  it  appear  that  they 
authorized  its  being  left  with  the  gaoler  in  lieu  of  the  first. 
It  may  be  that  since  the  arrival  of  the  second  warrant, 
the  gaoler^etained  the  party  as  under  the  authority  of  that 
S  K  4  warrant: 
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1834.       warrant:  bot  although  he  may  hare  been  influenced  by 

'  the  warrant  in  so  doing,  the  question  still  is,  whether  the 

latbeMatterot  i      •      /•       i 

£lmt  and     instrument  was  legal,  and  gave  proper  authority  for  the 

detention.  For  any  thing  that  appears  on  the  return, 
the  justices  may  have  been  perfect  strangers  to  the 
second  warrant,  and  to  the  substitution  of  it  for  the 
first  It  has  been  said  that  a  defective  warrant  of  com- 
mitment will  not  be  a  ground  of  discharge  if  the  convic- 
tion be  right ;  but  I  recollect  a  case,  tried  at  Hereford  {a) f 
where  the  action  was  for  false  imprisonment,  and  the 
party  had  been  convicted  under  one  statute,  and  com- 
mitted under  another  in  pari  materia,  and  the  Court 
held  that  the  commitment  was  not  aided  by  the  con- 
viction. And  I  am  prett)r  sure  it  has  been  held  over 
and  over,  that  if  the  warrant  of  commitment  be  bad  on 
the  face  of  it,  the  imprisonment  under  it  is  wrongful. 

Williams  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  return  does  not  shew  how  the  second  warrant  was 
substituted  for  the  first;  and  there  is  nothing  on  the 
instruments  themselves  to  prove  even  which  was  the 
amended  warrant,  except  that  one  is,  in  point  of  law, 
better  than  the  other. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  My  opinion  proceeds  entirely 
on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  shewn  that  one  warrant  was 
substituted  by  the  justices  for  the  other.  If  the  gaoler^ 
had  returned  that  they  had  required  him  to  consider 
the  prisoner  in  custody  under  the  second  warrant,  I 
should  have  thought  that  we  ought  to  presume  so. 

The  Court  ordered  both  prisoners  to  be  discharged. 

(a)  Frobftbly  Rogert  ▼.  Jonef,  Rjf.  <[•  U.  IS9.,  5B.iC.409.  &  C 
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1834. 

Dickson  against  Baker.  j^^^. 


ON  the  22d  of  May  1833,  a  writ  of  capias  ad  satis-  A  party  out- 
lawed  on  civil 
faciendum  issued  against  the  defendant,  on  a  judg-  procoM,  after 

roent  recovered  against  him  by  the  plaintiff.     The  writ  oa  ^f^tioa 

was  returned  non  est  inventus.    A  writ  of  exigi facias  was  mMdetaTuie^ 

issued,  returnable  on  the  2d  of  November  1833  (the  last  Jjlbtor?  Court, 

proclamation  being  on  the  28th  of  October  ISSS)^  where-  Jq^aIS^** 

upon  the  defendant  was  outlawed.  On  the  6th  of  ^ou^mA^  notenUtUdto 

a  revoraal  of 

1833,  the  defendant,  being  in  custody  at  the  suit  of  other  th«  oatlawryt 

though  tho 

parties,  filed  a  petition  in  the  Court  for  the  relief  of  debt  on  which 

Insolvent- Debtors.  He  included  in  his  schedule  his  fo^^Ldbo^" 
debt  to  the  present  plaintiff,  who  opposed  him  on  the  J^JSJSi"*  *** 
bearing.  The  Court  adjudged  that  the  defendant  should 
remain  in  custody  for  eight  calendar  months  from  the 
6th  of  Nooember  1833,  at  the  suit  of  the  present  plaintiff, 
and  be  discharged  as  to  all  other  debts.  In  Easter  term 
last,  Kelly  obtained  a  rule,  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to 
shew  cause  why  the  outlawry  should  not  be  reversed. 


FcUett  and  Sandford  now  shewed  cause.  In  Rex  v. 
Castleman(a\  this  court  seemed  to  consider  that  the  Court 
of  Quarter  Sessions,  under  the  then  Insolvent  Act, 
BGeo.S.  c.  41.,  might  discharge  an  insolvent  debtor, 
though  charged  with  outlawry.  The  opinion  might  be 
founded  on  the  particular  words  of  that  act.  But  in 
Beauchamp  v.  Tomkins  (i),  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
was  evidently  of  opinion  that  a  bankruptcy  and  certi- 

(a)  4  Burr.  9119,  8127.  (6)  3  Taunt.  141. 

ficate 
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1884.  ficate  were  not  of  themselves  ground  for  reversing  an 
outlawry,  and  that  error  must  be  shewn  in  law  or  fact. 
It  is  impossible  to  give  a  greater  e£Pect  to  a  dischai|[e 
under  an  Insolvent  Act|  unless  the  act  contain  some 
express  provision  to  that  effect :  but  there  is  none  such. 

Kelly  contra.  The  effect  of  outlawry,  as  defined  by 
Tidd  (a),  is  to  put  a  man  out  of  the  protection  of  the 
law,  to  make  him  incapable  of  suing,  and  liable  to  im- 
prisonment ;  and  to  create  a  forfeiture  of  his  goods  and 
chattels,  and  the  profits  of  his  lands.  The  object  of  the 
process  now  is,  to  obtain  payment  of  the  debt  sued  for; 
and  the  provisions  of  the  act,  7  G.  4.  c.  57.,  are  sufficient 
to  relieve  the  party  from  the  penal  consequences  of  out- 
lawry. The  46th  section  relieves  the  prisoner,  after  the 
time  of  discharge  adjudged  by  the  court,  from  all  debts 
or  sums  due  or  claimed  to  be  due,  at  the  time  of  filing  the 
petition,  to  the  persons  named  in  the  schedule :  if  dis- 
charged from  the  debt,  he  must  be  discharged  firom  the 
outlawry,  whidi  is  only  its  civil  consequence.  And  here 
no  capias  utlagatum  had  issued,  which  distinguishes  this 
case  firom  Beauchantp  v.  Tomkins.  {b)  The  50th  section 
enacts,  that  the  discharge  of  the  prisoner  shall  extend  to 
all  process  for  any  contempt  of  any  court  for  non- 
payment of  money  or  costs,  and  all  costs  incurred  be- 
fore the  filing  of  the  schedule,  in  any  action  or  suit, 
and  the  party  entitled  to  such  costs  shall  be  deemed 
a  creditor  within  the  act  Here,  the  filing  of  the  sche* 
dule  has  been  subsequent  to  all  the  proceedings  on  the 
outlawry :  so  that,  on  the  one  hand,  the  prisoner  will 
be  relieved  from  the  debt  and  costs  on  the  6th  of  July 
next;  and,  on  the  other,  the  plaintiff  may  claim  a  divi- 

(a)  TUiCt  Pr9tU  ch.  7.  p.  131.  (9th  ed.  1828.)        {b)  8  TaU9U.l4l. 

dend 
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dend  on  all  his  costs.    The  60th  section  enables  any        18M. 
person  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  act,  if  arrested  by       — — 

DlcKioir 
reason  of  any  debt,  or  sum  of  mon^,  or  costs,  with        agamti 

respect  to  which  he  shall  be  entitled  to  such  benefit,  to 
obtain  a  discharge  frc»n  a  judge  of  the  court  whence  the 
process  has  issued :  so  that  the  insolvent  could  not  be 
hereafter  arrested  on  a  capias  utlagatum.  Sect.  61.  pro- 
tects him  from  execution  by  fieri  fiunas  or  elegit.  So 
that  both  his  person  and  his  property  are  protected* 
He  might  have  put  in  special  bul  if  this  outlawry  had 
been  on  mesne  process,  or  have  rendered.  [FoUeU 
denied  that  he  could  have  rendered,  referring  to  Bex 
V.  Wilkes  (a),  as  containing  the  history  of  the  process  of 
outlawry.] 

Lord  Denman  C  J.  Perhaps  it  may  be  a  just  con- 
sequence that  the  outlawry  should  be  reversed  by  the 
discharge  of  the  prisoner  under  the  act  But  this  Ck>urt 
is  not  called  on  to  take  any  step.  If  the  adjudication 
of  the  Insolvent  Court  reverse  the  outlawry,  our  inter- 
ference will  not  be  necessary.  But,  if  we  are  called  on 
to  act,  we  must  see  that  in  so  doing  we  should  be  follow- 
ing precedents ;  and  we  find  none. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  It  sccms  hard  that  a  man  should  be 
taken  up,  after  he  has  been  discharged  by  the  Insolvent 
Court;  but  we  have  no  power  to  reverse  this  outlawry. 
In  Beauchamp  v.  Tamkins  (6),  the  Court  would  not  re- 
verse the  outlawry  till  error  was  shewn.  In  Summervil 
v.  Watkins  (c),  the  Court  seemed  to  think  that  the  outlaw, 
who  had  been  bankrupt,  and  relied  on  that  fact,  had  not, 
on  that  account,  any  Uxms  standi  in  judicio.     Outlawry 

(a)  4  J9iifT.  2597,  8549,  &c.  (6)  3  TawU,  141. 

(c)  14  Eati,S$6. 

has 
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18S4. 

Dickson 
agamai 
Baxxe* 


has  other  consequences,  besides  those  relating  exclusively 
to  the  suit  in  which  it  originates.  The  property  is  for- 
feited to  the  crown :  the  crown  therefore  is  interested. 
What  effect  the  discharge  may  have  upon  a  future  capias 
ntlagatum,  I  do  not  know.  But  we  cannot  reverse  the 
outlawry,  except  upon  seeing  that  there  is  error. 


Taunton  and  Williams  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


June  12^ 


Mills  against  Revett  and  Others. 


If,  on  a  taxii-  HPHE  plaintiff  having  employed  ilf.,  an  attorney,  to 
torney's  bill,  u  conduct  various  legal  business  for  him ;  the  attorney's 
^''wd^t,  bills,  amounting  to  4857/.  195.  5rf.,  were  referred  to  the 
rtSkfStpart  Master  for  taxation.  The  Master  excluded  from  the  tax- 
oftbecbaim    ^^j^jj  certain  items  amounting  together  to  182t  145.  5(L 

on  the  ground  "      *^ 

that  the  cUcnt    qq  ^q  ground  that  for  these  items  the  plaintiff  was  not 

iinot  tboperaon 

liable  for  such  liable  at  all  to  the  attorney:  and  from  the  remaining 
S^whiS^Uie  sum  of  4675/.  5s.  he  taxed  off  675/.  195.  4rf.  He  also 
S^llrt^,**      made  the  following  deduction :— «  Balance  on  cash  ac- 

understat. 
S  G.  2.  c  SS. 
s.  23.)  is  the 
original  bill 
reduced  by  the 

aUow!^;  and  the  disallowance  of  such  part  is  not  a  reduction  upon  taxation,  within  that 

clause. 

Costs  in  a  suit  were  Uxed  as  between  party  and  party,  and  the  residue,  after  taxaboo» 
paid  to  the  attorney  of  the  successful  party.  The  attorney  afterwards  delivered  his  bilU  to 
his  client,  under  an  order  of  Court  for  such  delivery,  and  for  a  general  reference  of  the 
biUs  for  taxation.  They  included,  among  other  matters,  the  above  costs  as  reduced,  Ifar 
which  the  attorney  gave  credit:  Held,  that  he  was  entitled  to  insert  the  reduced,  and  not 
the  original  amount  of  costs,  and  that,  on  taxation  of  the  bills,  the  client  could  not  add  the 
sum  formerly  deducted  from  these  costs  to  the  sum  taxed  off  from  the  general  amount  of 
the  bills  in  order  to  make  the  whole  reduction  exceed  one  sixth  of  such  amount. 

Although  the  statute  2  G.  2.  c  23.  «.  23.  directs,  that  where  an  attorney's  bill  on  taxatun 
has  been  reduced  by  leu  than  a  sixth,  the  Court  '•  in  their  discretion  "  shall  chaige  the 
attorney  or  client  vrith  the  cosu  of  taxation,  the  proper  course  in  such  cases  is,  that  the  dteot 
be  charged'-with  the  costs:  Held,  per  Taunton  and  WilUamtJ**,  IMUetUUJ.  dubitante. 

were 


count  due  from  Mr.  M."  (the  attorney)  «  to  the  plaintifl^ 
the  whole  of  which,  with  the  exception  of  310/.  05.  llrf. 


Rsvm. 
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were  received  by  Mr.  ilf,"  (the  attorney)  "for  damages       .18S4. 
and  costs  in  the  several  actions  relative  to  the  Bran-       — » 

MiLU 

desion  estate,  1627/*  185.  11  tf.;"  leaving  due  to  M.  agamtt 
0  on  the  whole  taxation,  2371/.  6s.  9d.  It  further  ap- 
peared that,  of  the  4675Z.  Ss.^  1300/.  consisted  of  bills 
for  business  done  by  M,  as  attorney  for  the  plaintiii^  in 
certain  saits,  in  which  the  parties  opposed  to  the  plaintiff 
had  finally  become  liable  to  pay  the  costs.  These  last 
mentioned  costs,  on  being  taxed  as  between  party  and 
party,  had  been  reduced  from  1531/.  8s.  lOd.  to  the  said 
sum  of  1300/.,  which  had  been  received  by  ilf.,  the 
attorney,  from  the  parties  liable ;  and  this,  with  other 
sums  received  for  damages  due  to  the  plaintiff  from 
the  same  parties,  formed  a  part  of  the  1627/.  185,  lid. 
deducted  by  the  master :  but  only  a  very  trifling  deduc- 
tion was  made,  on  this  last  taxation,  from  the  1300/. 
Hutchinson^  in  thb  term,  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the 
plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  it  should  not  be  referred  to 
the  Master  to  tax  the  attorney's  costs  occasioned  by  the 
taxation  of  the  bills,  and  why  such  costs  when  taxed 
should  not  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff.  The  affidavits  in 
opposition  to  the  rule  contained  some  statements  intro^ 
duced  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  M.,  the  at- 
torney, had  not  acted  fairly  towards  the  plaintiff  in  the 
transaction. 

jP.  F.  Lee  now  shewed  cause.  First,  the  aggregate  of 
the  bills  before  the  Master  being  4857/.  195.  5(/.,  and  the 
whole  sum  deducted  by  him  being  858/.  135. 9(/.,  the  case 
is  within  stat  2  G.  2.  c.  23.  s.  23.,  which  directs  that,  if 
the  bill  taxed  be  less  by  a  sixth  part  than  the  bill  de- 
livered, the  attorney  is  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  taxation. 
It  is  true  that,  in  order  to  make  out  the  deduction  to  be 
as  much  as  one  sixth,  the  sum  disallowed  altogether 

must 
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mgabui 
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1854.       mtitt  be  treated  bb  part  of  such  dedaction;  and  it  will 
be  said  that  this  is  contrary  to  JVhiie  v.  MUner  (a). 
That  case  (decided  in  the  G>mnion  Pleas)  has  not 
been  confirmed  bj  any  decision  in  this  court.     Se- 
Gondlyi  the  attorney  ought  not  to  haye  laid  before  the 
Master,  for  taxation  as  between  himself  and  his  dient^ 
the  bills  already  taxed  as  between  party  and  par^,  and 
for  which  he  had  been  satisfied.   Had  he  not  done  so»  the 
deduction  would  have  amounted  to  more  than  one  sixth. 
But,  if  he  was  entitled  to  include  these  bills,  he  should 
have  inserted  them  as  amounting  to  1531/.  Ss.  lOd. ;  and 
the  deduction  2SlL  8s.  lOd^j  made  on  the  previous  tax- 
ation, should  have  been  added  to  the  dedaction  of 
67 BL  195.  4J;  in  which  case  also  the^deduction  would^ 
on  the  whole,  have  amounted  to  more  than  one  sixth; 
for,  instead  of  a  total  of  4675/.  Ss.  and  a  reduction  of 
6752.   19&  4d.,  there  would   have   been    a   total    of 
4906/.  ISf.  lOi.  and  a  reduction  of  901L  Ss.  2d.  Thirdly, 
the  atat.  2  G.  2.  c.  23.  s.  23.  directs,  that  if  the  deduction 
be  less  than  one-sixth,  **  the  Court,  in  their  discretion^ 
shall  charge  the  attorney  or  client,  in  regard  to  the 
reasonableness  or  unreasonableness  of  such  bills.''    This 
is  not  a  case  in  which  the  Court,  in  their  discretion, 
will  charge  the  client,  upon  the  fisu:ts  disclosed  by  the 
affidavits  in  opposition ;  besides,  the  reduction,  upon  any 
method  of  calculation,  comes  very  nearly  to  one-six^ 
of  the  bill. 

Sir  James  Scarlett  and  Hutchinson  in  support  of  the 
rule.  The  bills  which  the  Master  put  out  of  consider- 
ation were  never  taxed  by  him  at  all.  The  case  of 
White  V.  Milner{a)  is  conclusive. 

(a)  3H.  Bi.857. 

Little- 
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LiTTLEDALE  J.  (a)  Mr.  Tidd  certainly  lays  down  a  1854. 
general  rule  which  is  in  &Tour  of  the  present  appli« 
cation.  He  says  (6),  **  In  the  exercise  of  this  di«Gretioo» 
boweYer»  the  courts  are  governed  by  the  statute ;  and» 
accordingly,  the  costs  of  taxation  have  bera  always  reel* 
procally  given  to  the  client  or  attorney,  as  a  sixth  part 
has,  or  has  not,  been  taken  off."  Most  of  the  authorities 
which  he  cites  for  this  are  cases  in  equity,  or  old  cases; 
and,  for  my  part,  I  think  the  point  deserves  to  be 
looked  into.  But,  as  my  brothers  are  of  a  di£fereQt 
opinion,  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 

Taunton  J.  The  objections  to  this  rule  being  made 
absolute  are  threefold.  First,  as  to  the  sum  of 
182/.  14f.  8d.  which  has  been  totally  disallowed  by  the 
Master,  the  question,  whether  that  sum  is  to  be  con- 
sidered a  part  of  the  sum  deducted,  is  disposed  of  by 
White  V.  Milner  (c).  To  that  case  no  objection  is  made, 
except  that  there  is  no  other  to  the  same  efiect;  the 
reason  of  which  I  believe  to  be,  that  it  has  never  been 
duputed,  and  that  it  has  been  unnecessary  to  confirm 
so  simple  a  point  Secondly,  as  to  the  1800^  made  up 
of  bills  which  have  been  taxed  twice,  first  between  party 
and  party,  and,  secondly,  between  the  attorney ^and  his 
client  On  the  last  taxation,  the  attorney  puts  down 
these  bills  as  they  stood  after  the  first  taxation,  and 
charges  his  client  with  them,  giving  credit  for  the  taxed 
costs  which  he  has  received.     In  this  there  is  nothing 

(a)  Lord  Defman  C.  J.  bad  left  the  Court  during  the  argumeiift. 

(6j  7tcU*«  Praet.  ch.  14.  p.  336.  (9th  ed.  1828).  The  itetute  doei 
not  give  a  duoretion  where  e  sixth  part  is  taken  off;  and,  aooordingly,  it 
has  been  held  that  in  such  case  the  enactment  b  imperattfe,  and  the  at- 
torney must  pay  the  coiU;  Biggint  t.  ff^oolcoU,  SS.  f  CL  760. 

(0)  S  H.  BL  357. 

irregular. 
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1 SS4.  irregalar.  The  two  taxations  are  of  a  difierent  sort ;  and 
the  attorney,  in  making  his  daim  against  bis  cUent,  was 
not  precluded  From  introducing  the  costs  already  taxed  be* 
tween  party  and  party.  Thirdly,  it  is  said  that  the  statute . 
gives  the  Court  a  discretion,  where  a  bill  has  not  been 
reduced  by  so  much  as  a  sixth  on  taxation.  In  practice^ 
at  least  as  far  as  my  experience  goes,  the  liabili^  has 
been  constantly  held  to  be  reciprocal  (a);  if  a  sixth  be 
taken  oiF,  the  attorney  pays;  if  less,  the  client;  and 
it  is  so  laid  down  by  Mr.  TidcL  I  think  that  is  in 
conformity  with  the  statute,  which  puts  the  decision  on 
the  reasonableness  or  unreasonableness  of  the  bills. 

Williams  J.  The  only  debateable  point  is,  sts  to 
Jie  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the  Court  in  making 
the  attorney  or  client  pay  the  costs :  and,  as  to  this,  I 
think  the  safest  rule  is  to  take  the  taxation  for  the  test. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  Accord.  Barker  t.  Bi^iop  of  London,  Barnes  147.  But  see  Etwood 
▼•  Pearce,  8  Bmg,  83.,  and  Baker  ▼.  MSlt,  2  C.  {■  If.  415. 


J^SL  BoRBR  against  Baker. 

When  a  trial  ''THE  plaintiff  had  obtained  judgment  against  the  de- 

took  placo  in  -^ 

the  vacation,  fendant,   the  trial  having  taken   place  in  Hilary 

inwintorod'iip  vacation,  March  26th,  18S4<.     The  defendant  surren- 

Smdimtaa^of^  dered  in  discharge  of  his  bail  in  the  same  vacation, 

te^'!Sd*S5  ^l^rch  29th.     Judgment  was  entered  up  as  of  Hilary 

defendant  sor-  ^gj^  .  a^j  ^hg  defendant  was  charged  in  execution  under 

rendered  in 

discharge  ofhia  a  ca.sa^  issued  in  this  (Trintiy)  term,     jlfans^/ obtained 

bail  in  the  ^  ^  '^^ 

tame  Tacation : 

Held,  that  the  defendant  mutt  be  charged  in  execution  before  the  end  of  the  next  term. 

a  rule 
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a  rule  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the        1834. 
defendant  should  not  be  discharged  out  of  custody/ as 
not  haying  been  charged  in  due  time. 


PUUt  now  shewed  cause.     This  application  is  not 
supported  by  the    rule  of  Court,   HiL  2  W.  4»   I., 
sect  85.  (a),  which  directs  that  the  defendant  shall  be 
charged  in  execution  within  two  terms  inclusive  after 
trial  or  judgment ;  of  which  the  term  in  or  after  which 
the  trial  was  had  shall  be  reckoned  one.     The  judg- 
ment ought  to  have  been  entered  up  as  of  Easter  term ; 
besides,  the  defendant  was  not  a  prisoner  within  the 
rule,  which  applies  only  to  persons  in  custody  at  the 
time  of  the  declaration  or  trial.     Then  as  to  the  sur- 
render.     By   the    rule  of  Court,    HiL  26  G.  3.  (ft), 
which  follows  in  part  another  old  rule,  which  latter 
again  follows   another,    ''  in   case  of  a  surrender  in 
discharge  of  bail  after   trial    had   or  final  judgment 
obtained,  unless  the  plaintiff  shall  cause  the  defendant 
to  be  charged  in  execution  within  two  terms  next  after 
surrender,    of   which    two   terms    the    term    wherein 
such   surrender  shall  be   made  shall  be  taken  to  be 
one,"  the  prisoner  is  entitled  to  his  discharge :  and  in 
Smith  V.  Jefferys{c)t  this  Court  held  that,  under  that 
rule,   if  a  prisoner  surrendered  in  vacation,  the  two 
terms  within  which  he  was  to  be  charged  were  the  two 
terms  after  that  vacation.     If  a  prisoner  surrender  in 
term,  he  must  be  charged,  under  that  rule,  in  that  or 
the  following  term. 

(a)  3B.  ^  Ad.  386. 

(6)  Tid^t  Pr.  ch.  15.  p.  354.  (9th  cd.  1838.)         (c)  6  7.  R.  77$. 

Vol.  L  3  L  Mamel 
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1854.  Mansd  in  support  of  the  rule.    The  judgment  is  of 


BORIK 


HiUay  term,  and  the  trial  was  in  the  vacation  after 
HUaty  term.  The  defendant  was,  therefore,  entitled  to 
be  charged  in  Easier  term,  that  being  the  second  term, 
reckoning  HUary  as  one,  under  the  rule  of  HiL  2  fFl  4. 
L  5. 85.  (a)  The  surrender  was  of  Hilary  term ;  ibr 
the  vacation,  where  liberty  is  concerned,  should  be  re- 
ferred to  the  preceding  term.  Then  the  last  term 
within  which  the  defendant  could  be  charged  would  be 
£bi^term. 

Lord  DxHHAN  C.  J.  In  a  doubtful  case,  it  is  the 
safer  course  to  decide  in  &vonr  of  liberty.  The  rule 
must  be  absolute* 

Tauvtoh  J.  I  have  decided  in  the  same  way  more 
than  once  at  chambers. 

LlTTLEDALE  and  Williams  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  SB.iAi.2B6 
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IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 
(Error  from  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.) 

THOifPsON  against  Raikes  and  Another.        7^*27*. 

n[^HE  plaintiff  in  error  declared  against  the  defendants  Held  by  the 

in  error,  in  trespass,  for  breaking  his  warehouse,  King's  Bencb» 

situate  in  the  town  and  county  o£  Kingstofu-upon-HuUf  tante),andthe' 

and  taking  his  goods  there  for  a  distress,  pretended  to  be  fiim^^on  Trror, 

due  by  virtue  of  a  certain  supposed  rate  or  assessment;  J}*^*  ""g^?*^* 

and  for  detaining  the  said  goods  till  the  plaintiff  was  thejusiic«of 

obliged  to  pay,  and  did  pay,  a  sum  of  money  to  redeem  county  of  a 

town,  men- 

them.     Pleas,  first.  Not  Guilty;  secondly,  that  after  the  tioned  in  Sche- 
makmg  of  an  act  of  parliament  of  4  G.  4.  for  consoli-  act,  might  rate 
dating  and  amending  the  laws  relating  to  the  rebuild-  for  rebuilding 
ing,  &c  of  certain  gaols,  and  after  the  1st  of  September  to^S^id^'"^ 
182S  therein  mentioned,  and  before  the  time  when,  &c.  c®""*? /"  • 

'  '  new  site : 

Although  by 
a  loeal  act,  whidi  had  been  carried  into  efiect,  it  had  been  enacted  that  ground  should  be  pur- 
chased, and  conveyed  to  the  corporation  of  the  said  town,  and  that  the  justices  for  the  town 
and  county  should  cause  a  new  gaol  to  be  built  thereon ;  that  a  limited  sum  should  be  raised 
by  astesament  on  the  town  and  county,  for  the  purposes  of  the  act  respecting  such  gaol,  the 
surplus  to  be  repaid  proportionally  to  the  parties  assessed ;  and  that  such  gaol,  when  finished, 
should  be  a  public  gaol  for  the  town  and  county,  and  should  from  time  to  time  be  medn- 
tmned,  tupported,  and  repaired  by  the  corporation. 

The  sixty-eighth  section  of  4  G.  4.  c.  64.  enacts,  that  the  justices  in  sessions  may  raise 
Booey  on  the  counties,  towns,  &c  to  which  the  act  eitends,  for  defraying  the  expences  of 
the  matters  and  things  therein-bcfora  directed  to  be  done  respecting  gaols,  &c.,  in  the  same 
aaanner  as  rates  applicable  to  the  building,  repairing,  or  maintenance  of  such  prisons  re- 
ipectiiFely  ara  now  directed  to  be  raised  by  law  i 

Held  by  the  Court  of  Error,  that  this  applies  only  to  the  mode  of  raising  such  rates, 
and  not  to  the  persons  on  whom  they  are  to  be  laid. 

Held  by  both  Courts,  that  the  power  of  the  justices  to  rate,  as  above,  under  stat.  4  G,  4. 
c.  64.,  is  not  limited  by  stat.  5  (?.  4.  c.  65.  s.  15. 

Held  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  on  tlie  construction  of  4  G.  4.  e.  64.  ts.  45,  50., 
that  when  a  presentment  has  been  made  as  to  the  propriety  of  chsnging  the  site  of  a  gaol, 
and  the  justices  in  session  have  taken  such  presentment  into  conMderation,  giving  the  notices 
icquired  by  sect.  45.,  and  have  resolved  that  the  site  ought  to  be  changed,  such  justices  may 
at  their  neit  session  confirm  the  resolution,  and  contract  for  building  the  new  gaol,  with- 
•at  having  given  Ijresb  notices. 

3  L  2  at 
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18S4.       at  the  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace,  holden 
_  at  the  town  of  Kingstonrupon-HuU^  16th  October^  4  G.  4., 

for  the  said  town  and  the  coanty  of  the  same,  three 
justices  (named  in  the  plea),  as  justices  for  the  said 
town  and  county,  by  virtue  of  the  said  act,  did,  under 
their  hands  and  seals,  present,  that  the  common  gaol 
of  and  for  the  said  town  and  county  was  insufficient 
and  inadequate  to  give  effect  to  the  rules  and  regulations 
prescriBed  by  the  act:  that  the  place  or  ground  whereon 
the  same  was  situated  was  improper,  and  too  confined 
to  admit  of  any  efficient  alterations  or  improvements, 
and  that  a  new  gaol  ought  to  be  erected  in  some 
other  part  of  the  said  town  and  county :  which  pre- 
sentment the  said  three  justices  then  and  there  laid 
before  the  justices  holding  the  sessions.  The  plea 
then  set  out  a  like  presentment,  made  at  the  same 
sessions,  respecting  the  house  of  correction  of  and  for 
the  said  town  and  county.  It  further  stated,  that  the 
justices  so  assembled  in  sessions,  after  the  above  pre- 
sentments, caused  notices  to  be  given  three  times  in 
a  newspaper  circulating  in  the  said  town  and  county,  of 
the  presentments  having  been  made,  and  of  the  intention 
of  the  justices  to  consider  them  at  their  next  quarter 
sessions.  That  at  the  next  quarter  sessions  holden,  &c. 
the  said  presentments  were  taken  into  consideration  by 
the  justices  in  session,  pursuant  to  notice  duly  given; 
and  thereupon  it  was  resolved  by  the  said  justices  in 
sessions,  &c.,  that  the  presentments  were  well  founded, 
that  a  new  gaol  and  house  of  correction  for  the  town 
and  county  were  necessary,  and  that  the  old  gaol  and 
house  of  correction  ought  to  be  removed  to  some  other 
part  of  the  said  town  and  county.  ■  The  plea  then 
stated  that  at  the  next  succeeding  general  quarter  ses- 

sionsy 
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sions,  the  justices  there  assembled  made  a  second  reso-        18S4. 

lution  in  the  same  words  as  tlie  former:  and  that  in  ' 

Thomtcow 

pursuance  of  the  said  resolutions,  and  under  the  autho-  ag^Onsi 
rity  of  the  statute,  the  justices  assembled  at  those 
sessions  then  and  there  contracted  for  the  building  of 
a  new  united  gaol  and  house  of  correction  in  a  certain 
other  part  of  the  said  town  and  county,  which  they 
deemed  most  eligible:  that  afterwards,  to  wit,.  &c.,  a 
new  united  gaol  and  house  of  correction  in  and  for 
the  said  town  and  county  were  erected  and  built  within 
the  county  of  the  town  of  KingstoU'-upon-Htdl  afore- 
said, according  to  the  act :  that  divers  sums,  amounting 
to  25S0A,  became  necessary  to  be  raised  on  the  town 
and  county  of  the  town  aforesaid,  for  the  expenses 
necessary  to  the  execution  of  the  said  act,  and  there- 
upon, afterwards,  and  before  the  time  when,  &c^  to 
wit,  at  the  general  quarter  sessions  holden  at  the  said 
town,  &c.,  on  the  12th  of  Augtislj  2  W.  4.,  for  the  said 
town  and  county,  before,  &c.,  by  an  order  of  the  jus- 
tices at  those  sessions  assembled,  in  open  court,  the  sum 
of  253 5L  was  rated  and  assessed  upon  the  said  town  of 
Kingston-upon-HuU  and  county  of  the  same  town,  as  a 
general  rate  or  assessment  upon  the  said  town  and 
county,  for  the  purchase  of  land,  and  for  erecting  and 
building  thereupon  the  said  united  gaol  and  house  of 
correction,  and  for  defraying  all  other  expenses  incident 
thereto ;  and  it  was  thereby  farther  ordered  that  the 
said  sum  of  2SSBL  should  be  and  the  same  was  thereby 
tated  and  assessed  by  an  equal  pound  rate  of  sixpence 
in  the  pound  upon  the  united  parishes,  &c«  (mentioning 
the  parishes  and  townships  rated,  and  the  proportions 
in  which  the  rate  was  assessed) ;  and  it  was  directed  by 
ttfe  said  order  that  the  high  constable  of  the  said  town 
3  L  S  and 
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1834.  and  county  should  collect  the  sums  assessed  from  the 
-,  several  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 

gainst  said  parishes  and  townships,  and  pay  them  over  as  in 
the  order  was  specified.  The  plea  then  stated  a  demand 
in  writing,  duly  made  by  the  constable  upon  the  plain- 
tiff, he  then  being  one  of  the  churchwardens  and  over« 
seers  of  the  poor  of  the  united  parishes  of  the  Hofy 
Trinity  and  St.  Mary  (upon  which  parishes,  among 
others,  the  rate  was  laid,  and  which  were  assessed  at 
2042/.} ;  and  that  the  plaintiff,  refusing  to  pay  the  rate, 
was  summoned  before  the  defendants,  two  justices  acting 
in  and  for  the  said  town  and  county,  to  shew  cause  why 
the  same  should  not  be  paid:  that  he  appeared  and 
shewed  no  sufficient  cause;  and  the  rate  remaining  an* 
paid,  the  defendants,  under  the  authority  of  the  statutes 
then  in  force  for  levying  county  rates,  issued  their  war* 
rant  of  distress  and  sale  against  the  goods  of  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  said  united  parishes. 
The  plea  then  justified  the  alleged  trespasses,  as  done 
by  the  constable  in  execution  of  the  warrant. 

There  were  two  other  pleas,  stating  in  substance  the 
same  justification,  but  less  in  detail. 

Replication  to  the  second  plea,  that  the  said  common 
gaol  of  and  for  the  said  town  and  county  which  was  so 
presented  to  be  insufficient,  &c.,  as  in  the  plea  stated, 
had  been  and  was  built,  erected,  made,  and  finished  by 
virtue  and  in  pursuance  and  under  the  powers  and  di- 
rections of  an  act  of  2S  G.  S.,  entitled  **  An  Act  for 
building  a  new  gaol  for  the  town  and  county  of  the  town 
of  Kingsion-upon^HuIly**  Scc^  and  was  the  gaol  thereby 
authorised  to  be  built,  erected,  &c.;  and  that  the  said 
gaol  so  built,  &c.,  and  so  presented  to  be  insufficient, 
&c.  was,  after  the  making  of  the  said  presentments  and 

after 
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after  the  making  of  the  said  rate  in  the  second  plea  men-  18S4. 
uoned,  viz.  on  the  9th  of  July  1829,  entirely  palled 
down  and  removed,  and  the  site  thereof  duly  sold  and 
conveyed  to  the  purchaser  thereof;  and  that  the  said  new 
erected  gaol  and  house  of  correction  so  erected  and  built 
as  in  the  said  second  plea  mentioned,  was,  so  far  as  relates 
to  the  gaol,  built  in  lieu  and  substitution  of  and  for  the 
said  gaol  which  had  been  so  built  by  virtue  of  and 
under  the  said  act  of  23  6.  S.;  and  that  the  said 
rate  or  assessment  was  made  for  defraying  the  expenses 
(among  other  things)  of  erecting  and  building  the  said 
new  gaol :  wherefore  the  said  supposed  order  and  the 
said  supposed  rate  and  assessment  in  the  said  second 
plea  mentioned  were  and  are  wholly  void  in  law.  The 
replications  to  the  other  pleas  gave,  in  substance,  the 
same  answer.  To  each  of  these  three  replications  there 
was  a  general  demurrer.  The  plaintiff  joined  in  de» 
murren 

The  demurrer  was  argued  in  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  in  Michaelmas  term  1833  (a)  {Naoember  8th),  by 
CressweU  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  and  Tondinson 
contra.  The  objecUons  to  the  rate  were,  in  substance^ 
that  the  justices  of  the  town  and  coQUtj  of  Kingsion-upan 
Hull  had  no  power  by  law  to  make  a  rate  upon  the  in- 
habitants at  large  of  the  town  and  county  to  pay  the  es- 
pence  of  purchasing  a  site  for,  and  erecting,  a  new  gaol; 
that,  assuming  them  to  have  had  such  power,  they 
ought,  under  the  statute  4  6.  4.  e.  64.  ss.  45,  60.  (&), 

to 

(a)  Before  Parke,  Jaimfon,  and  Pattnan  Js. 

(6)  4  6.  4.  e.  64.  s.  45.  enacts,  that  in  case  it  shaU  appear  at  any  time 
to  the  juttioes  at  any  general  or  quarter  sessioos  of  the  peace,  bolden  in  any 
county  &c  or  in  any  district,  city,  town,  or  place  to  which  this  act  shall 
extend,  by  any  report  or  presentment  made  (as  specified  in  this  section), 
that  any  gaol  or  bouse  of  oonection,  to  which  this  act  tball  extend^  within 
SL  4  •«* 
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1854*  to  have  given  the  same  notices  of  the  quarter  session  at 
which  the  second  resolution  was  passed  and  the  contract 
mode  for  removing  and  rebuilding  the  gaol  and  house  of 
correction,  as  were  given  of  the  preceding  session,  at 
which  the  presentments  were  first  considered ;  and  that 
for  want  of  such  notice,  the  rate  was  at  all  events  void. 
The  arguments  in  support  of  the  demurrer  were  as 
follows :  — The  question  as  to  the  power  to  lay  this  rate 


such  county,  riding,  divison,  district,  city,  town  or  place,  '<  is  insufficient, 
inconTenient,  or  in  want  of  repair,  or  otherwise  inadequate  to  give  effect  fo 
the  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by  this  act,  or  that  there  is  a  necessity  for 
the  erection  of  any  new  gaol  or  house  of  correction  ;  the  justices  assembled 
at  such  general  or  quarter  sessions,  or  at  the  general  or  quarter  sessions, 
or  adjoununent  thereof,  next  after  any  such  report  or  presentment  wad^ 
shall  and  they  are  hereby  required  to  cause  notice  to  be  given,  three 
times  at  least,  in  some  public  newspaper  circulating  within  such  county, 
riding,  division,  district,  city,  town,  or  place,  of  such  report  or  present- 
ment having  been  laid  before  such  sessions,  and  of  their  intention  to 
take  the  same  into  consideration  at  the  next  ensuing  or  some  subsequent 
general  or  quarter  sesuons,  or  adjournment  thereof;  aud  in  case  the 
justices  at  such  last-mentioned  sessions,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  shall 
resolve  thi^t  such  report  or  presentment  is  well  founded,  then  it  shaU  and 
may  be  lawful  for  such  justices,  and  they  are  hereby  required,  at  the 
sessions  mentioned  in  such  notice,  or  at  a  subtegvent  sestums  or  adfoum^ 
ment  thereof,  with  the  Uke  notice^  to  take  such  measures,  either  by  con- 
tract or  otherwise,  as  shall  appear  to  them  to  be  requisite  and  proper,  for 
the  altering,  enlarging,  or  repairing,  or  for  building  or  rebuilding  any 
such  gaol  or  house  of  correction.** 

Sect.  50.  enacts,  '<  That  in  case  it  shall  be  expressly  presented  that  the 
place  wherein  any  old  prison  is  situated  is  improper,  and  that  the  prison 
ought  to  be  removed  to  some  other  part  of  the  county,  riding,  division, 
district,  dty,  town  or  place,  or  that  a  new  gaol  or  house  of  conection  is 
necessaiy,  the  justices  in  their  general  or  quarter  sessions  assembled  shall 
take  such  presentment  into  their  consideration,  and  if  it  shall  be  resolved 
by  the  justices  assembled  at  two  successive  general  or  quarter  sessions,  or 
the  major  part  of  them,  that  such  old  prison  ought  to  be  removed,  or  that 
such  new  prison  is  necessary,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  justices  so  >»- 
sembled  to  contract  for  the  building  of  a  new  gaol  cr  house  of  correction 
in  any  part  of  the  county,  riding,  division,  district,  city,  town  or  place 
wbich  they  may  deem  most  eligible.'* 

must 
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must  be  decided  mainly  on  the  construction  of  stat        1884. 
4  G.  4.  c.  64.  Sect  2.  enacts  that  one  sboI  and  one  house 

°  ^  ^  Thomtsok 

of  correction  shall  be  maintained  in  the  several  cities,  ^^laintf 
towns,  and  places  mentioned  in  the  schedule  A.  annexed 
to  the  act,  one  of  which  is  Ksngston-iqHm'HulL  That 
must  be  at  the  expence  of  the  inhabitants  of  such  cities, 
towns,  and  places.  In  the  latter  part  of  the  same  section 
it  is  said,  that  *^  the  regulations  and  provisions  contained 
in  this  act  shall  extend,  in  manner  hereinafter  mentioned, 
to  every  such  gaol  and  house  of  correction  maintained 
at  the  expence  ^such  city,  town,  or  place :"  and  in  sects. 
10.  and  14.  some  of  those  regulations  are  in  terms  ex- 
tended to  the  places  in  schedule  A.  Section  68.  is  in 
these  words :  —  **  And  in  order  to  defray  the  expences 
of  the  several  matters  and  things  hereinbefore  directed 
to  be  done,  respecting  gaols,  houses  of  correction,  and 
other  prbons,  and  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of 
prisoners  confined  therein,  who  are  entitled  by  law  to 
such  support,  and  for  all  other  expences  necessary  to  the 
execution  of  this  act,  and  not  hereinbefore  particularly 
provided  for :  be  it  further  enacted.  That  it  shall  and 
may  be  lawful  for  the  justices,  at  their  general  or  quarter 
sessions  assembled,  and  they  are  hereby  authorized  and 
empowered,  to  cause  such  sums  of  money  as  shall  be  ne- 
cessary for  all  or  any  of  those  purposes,  to  be  raised  on 
the  counties,  ridings,  divisions,  districts,  cities,  towns  or 
places  to  which  this  act  shall  extend,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  rates  applicable  to  the  building,  repairing  or  main- 
tenance of  such  prisons  respectively  are  now  directed 
to  be  raised  by  law."  If  it  is  said  that  the  last  words 
of  this  dause  limit  the  operation  of  secL  2.,  and  render  it 
necessary  that  the  rates  shall  be  raised  upon  such  persons 
as  have  formerly  been  liable  to  them,  it  may  be  answered 

that 
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1884.  that  before  the  passing  of  4  G.  4.  c.  64.,  the  jasdoes  of 
a  town  and  county  such  as  Sjtigstorhuvon'Htdl  were 

ojpm^  authorised,  by  stats.  11  &  12  ^.  8.  c.  19.,  and  24  G.  S. 
c.  54.,  to  rate  the  inhabitants  for  rebuilding  the  gaol  or 
chan^ng  its  site.  The  <^  commissions "  mentioned  in 
die  former  statute  (sect.  1.),  would  clearly  include  those 
of  justices  constituted  by  charter:  Weaiherhead  ▼•  Dms* 
ry  (a).  The  redtal  of  24  G.  3.  c.  54.  comprehends  not 
only  counties,  divisions,  and  ridings,  but  cities,  towns, 
liberties,  and  precincts.  The  local  act,  23  G.  3.  c.  55. 
does  not  shew  that  before  the  passing  of  that  statute 
the  corporation  of  HuU  were  liable  to  the  chaige  of 
rebuilding,  and  the  inhabitants  exempt  from  it,  as  will 
be  contended  on  the  other  side.  That  act  (sects.  8,  4, 
8.)  recites  the  expediency  of  rebuilding  the  gaol  in  a 
more  commodious  situation,  and  that  it  is  just  and 
reasonable  that  the  charges  of  building  the  said  gad 
should  be  borne  and  defrayed  by  and  out  of  the  estates 
within  the  said  town  and  county  in  a  fair  and  equal 
degree;  but  that  *'  the  same  cannot  be  done  without  the 
aid  and  authority  of  parliament;"  and  it  then  autho- 
rises certain  persons  to  purchase  ground,  which,  when 
purchased,  is  to  be  conveyed  to  the  mayor  and  burgesses 
of  the  town  or  borough  of  Kir^sUm-ttpon-HuU  for  the 
purposes  of  the  act  concerning  the  gaol:  and  it  then 
enacts  (s.  11.),  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  justices  for 
the  town  and  county  to  cause  to  be  built  on  the  ground 
so  purchased  a  gaol,  which,  when  built  and  finished, 
shall  be  a  public  and  common  gaol  for  the  town  and 
county  of  Kingston-upm^HuU^  <<  and  shall,  from  time  to 
time,  be  maintamed,  supported,  and  repaired  by  the 
mayor  and  burgesses  of  the  said  town  or  borough:" 

(a)   U£4«/»168. 

and 
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and  the  justices  of  the  said  town  and  county  may  use  or        1834. 
sell  the  materials,  and  sell  the  site  of  the  old  gaoly       — 

TBOMnoH 
the  purchase-money  to  be  applied  to  the  building  of       agamM 

the  new;  and  they  are  empowered  (s.  IS.)  to  raise  by 

assessments,  as  there  directed,  on  the  occupiers  of 

houses,  &c.  in  every  town,  hamlet,  &c.  within  the  town 

and  county,  a  sum  not  to  exceed  25002.,  to  be  applied 

(sects.  18. 15.)  for  the  purposes  of  the  act  respecting  the 

gaol,  and  the  surplus  to  be  repaid,  proportionably,  to 

the  persons  who  have  paid  such  assessments.     Now  the 

authority  of  parliament  became  necessary,  as  recited  in 

this  statute^  not  because  the  jhstices  wanted  power, 

generally,  to  rate  the  inhabitants  for  building  a  gaol, 

but  because,  at  the  time  when  that  act  passed,  they 

could  not  make  a  rate  for  building  it  on  a  new  site.  The 

sum  to  be  raised  on  the  inhabitants  is  limited,  but  that 

does  not  shew  that  the  corporation  were  deemed  liable 

for  the  residue,  as  the  legislature  evidently  anticipated 

that  the  sum  mentioned  would  be  more  than  sufficient. 

The  act  provides  (s.  11.)  that  the  corporation  shall  from 

time  to  time  support  and  repair  the  gaol ;  but  that  does 

not  imply  that  they  are  to  rebuild  it,  or,  at  all  events,  to 

rebuild  it  on  a  different  site.    The  observations  of  the 

Court  as  to  bridges  in  Res  v.  The  Inhabitants  qf  De* 

von  {a\  will  apply  to  this  point.     If  the  property  in  this 

gaol  vested  in  the  corporation  by  stat.  23  G.  3.  e.  55.^ 

they  were  not  for  that  reason  bound  even  to  repair  it; 

Rex  V.  The  Earl  of  Exeter  (6) :  and  the  act  does  not 

bind  them  to  rebuild  it.     Assuming  no  prior  obligation 

to  exist,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  supposing  that  the  legis* 

lature  may  have  intended  that  one  body  of  persons 

should  be  liable -to  repair,  and  another  to  rebuild.   The 

(«)  4  S.  j-  C.  67a  (6)  6  r.  R*  373. 

replication 
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Thompsov 
ogmnM 
Rakki. 


1834.  replication  does  not  expressly  shew  a  liability  in  any 
person.  As  to  the  point  of  form,  this  proceeding  is 
under  the  fiftieth  section  of  4  G.  4.  c.  64.,  and  the  di- 
rections there  given  have  been  literally  followed.  And 
supposing  that  the  forty-fifth  section  were  applicable^  its 
provisions  are  only  directory,  and  will  not  opel-ate  to 
avoid  proceedings  in  which  they  have  not  been  com- 
plied with.  On  this  point,  Bex  v.  The  InhabitanU  of 
Birmingham  (a)  is  an  analogous  case. 

In  support  of  the  replication,  the  arguments  were  as 
follows:*— No  question  is  raised  by  the  plaintiff  as  to 
the  liability  to  build  the  house  of  correction.  The  rate 
is  entire,  and,  if  bad  as  to  the  gaol,  is  bad  altogether. 
It  was  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  all^e  in  his 
replication  who  were  liable  to  rebuild  the  gaol ;  it  lay 
on  the  defendants  to  shew  every  thing  that  concerned 
their  own  justification.  Supposing  even  that  the  cor- 
poration were  not  bound  to  rebuild,  it  does  not  follow 
that  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  and  county  are.  There 
is  no  authority  for  saying  that  they  would  have  been 
liable  to  this  charge  at  common  law.  The  first  statute 
in  force  which  imposes  such  a  burden  on  the  public  is 
1 1  &I2  J^  3.  c.  19.,  and  there  are  clauses  in  that  (sects.  3, 
5.  7.)  which  clearly  shew  that  counties  at  large  were 
there  contemplated,  and  not  limited  jurisdictions,  like 
that  in  question.  The  statute  24  G.  3.  c.  54.  first  gave 
the  power  of  raising  money  by  rate  for  rebuilding  or 
repairing  gaols  removed  to  a  new  situation.  The 
local  act,  23  G.  3.  c.  55.^  evidendy  contemplates  no 
previous  liability  in  the  inhabitants;  the  effect  of  that 
statute  was,  that,  the  inhabitants  having  once  contributed 
to  the  extent  of  2500/.,  the  gaol  should  for  ever  after  be 

(a)  SB.ia  99. 

maintained 
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maintained  by  the  corporation.     It  would  be  an  evasion        ]8Si. 

of  the  bargain  if  they  could  shift  the  liability  by  altering 

the  site.     Until,  therefore,  the  act  4  G.  4.  c,  64.,  the        vt^n^ 

Raucks. 
inhabitants  of  the  town  and  county  of  Kingsion^u^ponr 

HuU  were  not  bound  to  repair  the  gaol,  or  to  rebuild 
It,  either  on  the  old  or  on  a  new  site.  Nor  is  the  duty 
imposed  on  them  by  that  act.  It  was  passed  <<for 
consolidating  and  amending  the  laws ''  relating  to  the 
building,  repairing,  and  regulating  of  certain  gaols  and 
houses  of  correction.  Both  the  tide  and  preamble  shew, 
that  the  intention  was,  not  to  alter  liabilities,  but  merely 
to  improve  the  law  in  its  details.  Sect.  8.  evidently 
treats  the  obligation  to  repair,  and  the  obligation  to  build 
under  that  act,  as  identical.  In  sect.  2.  no  intention  is 
shewn  to  impose  any  new  obligation;  the  counties, 
ridings,  and  divisions  mentioned  in  the  first  part  of  the 
section  were  already  liable  to  maintain  their  gaols ;  and 
the  legislature  evidently  assumed  that,  in  the  **  cities, 
towns,  and  places,''  afterwards  referred  to»  there  were 
persons  subject  to  the  same  duty ;  at  all  events,  it  did 
not  intend  to  fix  a  liability  on  any  who  were  not 
already  under  it.  Some  diiRculty  is  indeed  raised  by 
the  enactment  that  the  regulations  of  the  statute  shall 
extend,  in  manner  after  mentioned,  to  every  gaol  mat n- 
tained  at  the  expence  of  such  county  and  city,  town  or 
place:  but  in  sect.  10.,  which  principally  lays  down 
those  regulations,  the  words  are,  merely,  ^^  the  gaolj  &c. 
of  every  district,  city,  town,  or  place,"  &c.  Besides, 
under  the  local  act,  the  maintaining  of  the  gaol  clearly 
lies  upon  the  corporation,  whoever  may  be  bound  to  re- 
build it.  Sect.  68.  is  like  the  eighth  section  of  24  G.  3. 
r.  54.,  and  merely  relates  to  the  mode  of  raising  the 
sums  required :  with  respect  to  liability,  it  does  not  add 

anything 
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1834.  mythiog  ta  the  former  enactmentSy  for  it  only  authorisef 
the  leyying  of  those  sums  *<  in  the  same  mamier  as 
rates  applicable  to  the  buildings  repairing^*  (mentkmkig 
those  obligations  separately)^  ^  or  maintenance  of  sadi 
prisons  respectively,  are  now  directed  to  be  raised  by 
kw/'  If  there  is  any  doubt  as  to  the  (q>eration  of  this 
statate,  it  is  removed  by  5  6*  4.  c*  85.  $•  15^  which 
enacts  ^*  that  nothing  in  the  said  recited  act^  (4  (?•  4^ 
c  64.9)  ^  or  in  this  act  contained,  shall  alter  or  alEect 
the  liabili^  of  any  bodies  politic  or  corporate,  or  of 
the  inhabitants  of  any  parid,  township  or  piaoe^  or  of 
any  individuals  bound  by  statntie^  tenure,  custom,  pre^ 
scription  or  usages  to  repair  or  to  contribute  towards 
the  repair  of  wasf  prison,  or  to  maintain  or  contribute 
towards  tlie  maintenance  of  the  prisoners  confined  m 
WKf  prison,  or  to  pay  or  contribute  towards  the  pay** 
ment  of  any  esqpenoes  whatever  connected  with  any 
prison,  but  that  all  sudi  parties  shall  remain  liable 
to  all  such  charges  as  if  the  said  recited  act  and  this 
act  had  not  been  made."  As  to  the  notices,  sects.  45» 
and  50»  of  stat.  4  G.  4.  c.  64.  are  in  pari  materia,  and 
must  be  read  together;  and  there  is  as  much  neoessi^ 
tot  a  specific  notice  of  the  sessions  at  which  the  contract 
is  to  be  made,  in  cases  within  sect  50.,  where  the  gaol 
is  to  be  rebuilt  on  a  new  site^  as  in  those  under  sect  45., 
where  the  site  is  not  to  be  altered. 

Cur.  ado,  vulL 

In  Hilary  term  1834,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Kinj^s  Bench  was  delivered  by  Pare:e  J.,  who^  after 
having  stated  the  pleadings,  proceeded  as  follows :  — 

The  questions  nused  by  these  demurrers  were  three. 
First,  whether  the  justices  for  the  town  and  county  of  the 

town 
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town  oi  KingstofMgHm-HuU  had  a  power  to  make  a  rate       18S4. 

upon  the  town  and  county  for  the  purchase  of  landi  and 

for  the  erecting  and  building  thereupon  a  gaol  and  house        mgamm 

of  correction,  under  4  G.  4.  c.  64.     Secondly,  whether 

the  justioes  had  pursued  the  proper  course  required  by 

the  statute  previous  to  the  making  of  the  rate ;  and,  if 

they  had  not,  Thirdly,  whether  the  rate  was  void. 

The  question  has  already  been  before  the  Court,  on  a 
rule  for  a  certiorari  to  remove  the  rate  (a),  and  Lord 
TenterdeUf  and  my  brothers  lAtUedak^  Taunionj  and 
PaUesoUf  decided,  after  a  full  consideration  of  all  the 
dauses  of  the  act  of  parliament,  that  the  rate  was  antho* 
rixed  by  the  4  G.  4. 

The  case  has  been  since  very  ably  argued  before 
mysdf  and  my  brothers  Taunton  and  PaUeson^  my 
Lord  Chief  Justice  having  declined  to  take  any  part,  as 
having  been  concerned  as  counsel. 

My  brothers  have  seen  no  reason  to  alter  the  opinion 
which  thqr  formed  before;  and  are  saUsfied  that  the 
former  decision  was  right.  For  myself,  I  am  not  sure 
that  I  should  have  been  of  the  same  opinion  so  for  as 
relates  to  the  power  to  make  a  rate  in  respect  of  a  new 
gad,  if  the  question  had  now  been  for  the  first  time 
agitated;  but  as  the  precise  point  has  been  expressly 
decided  by  this  Court,  after  full  consideration,  I  must 
defer  to  that  authority,  and  act  in  conformity  to  it.  The 
judgment  therefore  of  the  Court,  upon  this  part  of  the 
case,  is,  that  the  justices  had  power  to  make  thb  rate  by 
the  4  G.  4.  c.  64. 

The  second  question  is^  whether  the  justices  have  pur- 
sued the  proper  course  required  previous  to  making  the 
rate. 

(«}  SttnouattlitcBdorUuscaM. 

The 
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18S4<.  The  course  pursued  appears  by  the  pleadings  to  have 

^  been  this :  — 

Thomnow 

agamM  At  the  Michoelmos  quarter  sessions  1823,  a  present- 

ment of  three  justices  was  made,  that  the  place  wherein 
the  old  prison  was  situated  was  improper,  and  that  the 
prison  ought  to  be  removed ;  and  a  similar  presentment 
as  to  the  house  of  correction,  both  of  which  were  laid 
before  the  justices  at  those  sessions :  notices  were  then 
given  three  times  in  the  newspaper  of  such  present- 
ments having  been  laid  before  the  sessions,  and  of  the 
intention  of  the  justices  to  take  the  same  into  their 
consideration  at  the  then  next  ensuing  general  quarter 
sessions.  At  the  following  (the  Epiphaiy)  sessions 
they  were  taken  into  consideration,  and  it  was  resolved 
that  the  gaol  and  house  of  correction  ought  to  be  re- 
moved ;  and  again  at  the  following  (the  Easter)  sessions 
the  same  resolution  was  made,  and  in  pursuance  of  that 
resolution,  the  justices  at  the  same  sessions  contracted 
for  the  building  of  the  new  gaol  and  house  of  correc- 
tion, which  was  afterwards  erected,  and  an  order  of 
sessions  afterwards  made  for  a  rate. 

The  objection  to  this  course  urged  on  the  argument 
was,  that  the  the  forty-fifth  and  fiftieth  sections  are  to 
be  read  together,  and  that,  although  the  latter  does 
not  in  express  terms  require  a  notice  of  the  sessions  at 
which  the  contract  is  entered  into,  it  does  so  by  im- 
plication, in  order  that  persons  may  attend  to  bid  for 
and  enter  into  contracts. 

But  we  are  clearly  of  opinion,  that  in  a  proceeding 
under  the  fiftieth  section,  no  such  notice  was  necessary: 
the  words  of  the.  clause  do  not  require  any,  nor 
can  [it  be  implied  that  any  is  required.  The  object 
of  the  notice  is,  that  the  justices  may  know  that  the 

business 
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business  relating  to  the  presentments  is  to  be  taken  18S4. 
into  consideration;  and  when  the  justices  have  resolved 
at  one  sessions  that  the  old  prison  ought  to  be  removed,  p^°*^ 
the  act  itself  gives  notice  that  at  the  following  sessions 
the  same  subject  may  be  reconsidered,  and  the  con- 
tract entered  into;  for  in  this  case  the  resolutions 
must  be  at  taao  successive  general  or  quarter  sessions; 
but  if  the  resolution  is  only  to  enlarge  or  rebuild, 
then  the  contract  may  be  made  at  ara/  subsequent 
sessions,  and  then  public  notice  in  the  newspaper  of 
the  intention  to  proceed  at  some  particular  sessions  is 
required. 

The  justices,  therefore,  having  acted  as  the  statute 
directs,  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  third  ques- 
tion, whether  the  rate  would  have  been  void  if  they  had 
not. 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  must 
be  for  the  defendants. 

Judgment  for  the  Defendants. 

The  plaintiff  brought  a  writ  of  error.  The  errors 
assigned  were,  that  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  pleas 
were  insufficient  in  law,  and  that  the  judgment  ought 
to  have  been  for  the  plaintiff*  The  case  was  argued 
in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  this  Trinity  vacation 
{dime  23d),  before  Lord  lA/nMwst  C.  B.,  Parky  Gaselecy 
and  Bosanquet  Js.,  and  BoUand  and  AUefson  Bs.,  by 
Tomlimon  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  CressweU  for 
the  defendant  in  error.  The  only  question  discussed  on 
this  occasion  was  upon  the  authority  of  the  justices  to 
make  the  rate,  the  plaintiff  acquiescing  in  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  as  to  the  other 
objections.    The  same  course  of  argument  having  been 

Vol.  L  3  M  Uken 
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ISSi*.        taken  as  in  the  Court  below  (though  the  points  were 
*        more  elaborately  gone  into),  a  report  of  it  here  is  deemed 
ogainH        Unnecessary,  {a) 

Cur*  adv.  mdt. 

Lord  Ltnohurst  C.  B.  now  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  as  follows :  —  The  plaintiff  in  this  case 
confined  himself  to  one  objection,  viz.,  to  the  authority 
of  the  justices  to  make  the  rate  in  question.  It  was 
admitted  that  the  course  which  bad  been  pursued  was 
regular,  provided  the  justices  possessed  that  authority. 
The  question  depends  entirely  upon  the  construction 
of  the  difierent  statutes  which  were  referred  to  in  the 
argument,  and  principally  upon  the  4  G.  4.  c  64. 

By  the  forty-fifth  section  of  that  statute  it  is  enacted, 
that  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  justices  at  any  general  or 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  holden  in  any  county,  &&, 
or  in  any  city,  town,  or  place  to  which  the  act  extends 
(which  includes  the  town  of  Kingston'<ipon^HuU)f  that 
any  gaol  or  house  of  correction  within  such  county, 
city,  town,  or  place,  is  insufficient,  inconvenient,  or  in 
want  of  repair,  or  otherwise  inadequate  to  give  eflSsct 
to  the  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by  the  act,  or 
that  there  is  a  necessity  for  erecting  a  new  gaol  or 
house  of  correction,  the  justices,  under  the  regulations 

(a)  With  respect  to  the  fifteenth  section  of  5  G.  4.  c.  85.,  OcMweJI  argued 
for  the  defendants  in  error,  that,  as  the  regulations  of  4  G*  4.  c.  64.  might 
have  been  expected  to  occasion  the  building  of  new  and  enlarged  gaols  in 
many  places,  that  clause  in  the  subsequent  act  was  probably  introdnoad 
to  prevent  any  new  burthen  being  thereby  imposed  on  individuals  or  cor- 
porations liable  to  repair  gaols,  or  on  any  bodies  of  persons  less  than  the 
whole  communities  which  were  to  receive  the  benefit  of  what  was  ao  done. 
Bosanquet  J*  The  first  words  used  after  *<  inhabitants  *'  are  <*of  any 
parish ;"  it  would  seem,  therefore,  that  districts  of  a  more  extensive  de> 
nomination  (as  the  county  of  a  town)  were  not  contemplated. 

prescribed 
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prescribed  by  the  act,  may  take  measures  for  altering,        18S4. 
enlarging,  or  repairing,  or  for  buik]jpg  or  rebuilding 
any  such  gaol  or  house  of  correction. 

By  the  fiftieth  section,  a  power  is  given  to  remove 
the  site  of  such  gaol  or  house  of  correction.  Then  by 
the  sixty-eighth  section,  in  order  to  defray  the  expences 
of  the  matters  directed  to  be  done  respecting  gaols, 
houses  of  correction,  and  other  prisons,  and  the  other 
charges  therein  mentioned,  the  justices  are  authorised 
to  cause  the  necessary  sums  to  be  raised  on  the  counties, 
cities,  towns,  or  places  to  which  the  act  shall  extend,  in 
the  same  manner  as  rates  applicable  to  the  building,  re- 
pairing, or  maintenance  of  such  prisons  respectively,  are 
DOW  directed  to  be  raised  by  law.  The  latter  words  of 
this  section  undoubtedly  throw  some  obscurity  over  it ; 
but  the  meaning  appears  to  be  this,  that  the  amount  of 
the  expences  of  the  gaol,  house  of  correction,  and  other 
prisons,  and  of  the  other  matters  referred  to  in  that 
section,  should  be  raised  in  the  same  manner  as  rates  are 
raised,  either  for  the  building,  or  the  repairing,  or  the 
maintenance  of  such  prisons.  It  seems  to  have  been 
intended  merely  to  point  out  the  mode  or  form  in  which 
the  money  was  to  be  raised. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  interpretation  of  the  68th 
section  at  variance  with  the  second  section  of  the  same 
act,  upon  which  reliance  was  placed  in  the  course  of 
the  argument  for  the  plaintiff.  For,  caking  the  whole 
of  the  second  section  together,  it  appears  to  have  been 
intended,  that  the  gaol  and  the  house  of  correction 
which  are  to  be  maintained  in  each  of  the  cities  and 
towns  mentioned  in  the  act,  are  to  be  maintained  at  the 
expense  of  such  city  or  town,  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  gaols  and  houses  of  correction  in  the  counties  are  to 
3  M  2  be 
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1834.        be  maintained  at  the  expense  of  the  counties.     It  would 

"""■^        be  difficult  or  impossible  to  reconcile  the  latter  part  of 
Thompiost  ^ 

agmntt        the  scction  with  any  other  interpretation.   With  respect 

to  the  5  G.  4<.  c.  85.  5. 15.,  which  act  was  passed  for  the 
purpose,  among  other  things,  of  amending  the  former 
act,  the  efi^t  of  that  section  is  only  to  continue  the 
liability  of  persons  or  bodies  corporate  to  repair  or  to 
contribute  towards  the  repair  of  any  prison,  as  they 
had  been  hitherto  accustomed  to  do.  It  does  not  apply 
to  the  expenses  incurred  in  removing  the  gaol,  or 
building  such  gaol  on  another  site.  The  same  observ- 
ation will  apply  in  substance  to  the  local  act,  £8  G.  8. 
c.  55.J  which  does  not  make  provision  for  any  future 
removal  and  rebuilding  of  a  gaol  for  the  town  of 
Kingston^ttpon^Hullj  but  merely  for  the  maintenance, 
support,  and  repair  of  the  gaol.  We  think,  therefore, 
that  the  sixty-eighth  section  of  the  4  G.  4.  c.  64.  gave 
the  justices  power  to  make  the  rate  in  question;  and 
that  the  interpretation  put  upon  that  clause  is  not,  as 
far  as  relates  to  the  present  question,  at  variance  either 
with  the  second  section  of  that  act,  or  with  the  fifteenth 
section  of  the  amended  act  of  the  5  G.  4.  c.  85.  The 
judgment,  therefore,  will  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed,  (a) 

jiin.S4thi8si.    (a)  The  KING  againsi  The  Justices  of  KINGSTON- 

UPON-HULL. 

Same  dediion      A  rulx  nisi  had  been  obtained  for  a  certiorari,  to  remove  into  this 

(in  K.  B.)  Court  an  order  made  by  the  justices  of  the  town  and  county  of  Xhutton- 

as  m  the  case 

above,  on  the 

power  of  the  justices  to  make  the  rate. 

Held  that,  under  4  G,  4.  c.  64.  «.  68.,  which  empowers  justices  to  raise  money  for  the 
purposes  of  the  act,  as  to  gaols,  in  the  same  manner  as  rates  applicable  to  the  building,  re- 
pairing, or  maintenance  of  such  prisons  are  now  directed  to  be  raised,  the  justices  of  a 
town  and  county  might  have  power  to  raise  money  on  the  inhabitants  in  general  for  the 
purpose  of  building  a  gaol,  though  other  persons  might  have  been  liable  at  the  time.of  paning 
the  act,  and  might  continue  liable  to  the  expense  of  repairing  and  maintaining  such  gaoL 
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uptm-Huttf  whereby  «  rate  was  aneBsed  upon  the  inhabitants  of  the  said 
town  and  county  to  defray  the  expenses  of  rebuilding  the  gaol  on  a  new 
site.  (See  p.  865.  ant^.)  In  Hilary  tenn  1831,  Sir  Jamei  Scarlett,  F. 
PoUockf  and  CretswtU,  shewed  cause  against  the  rule,  which  was  supported 
by  Sir  T.  Denman,  Attorney  General,  CampbeUy  CoUman,  and  ArdMd. 
The  argument  turned  chiefly  on  the  construction  of  the  several  clauses 
of  33  G.  8.  c.  5S.t  4  &  4.  c.  64.,  and  5  G,  4.  c.  85«»  referred  to  in  the 
case  above  reported. 


18S4. 

Thomtcoh 
agavut 
Raikis. 


Lord  TzMTXEDEV  C.  J.  It  has  been  argued  in  support  of  the  rule, 
that  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  and  county  ought  not  to  be  charged  with 
this  rate,  unless  there  wera  distinct  words  in  stat.  4  G»  4.  c.  64.,  making 
them  liable  to  it,  because  it  does  not  appear  that  they  were  obliged  to 
build  a  gaol  before  the  statute  passed.  But  the  rate  is  for  building  a 
house  of  correction  as  well  as  a  gaol ;  and  it  cannot  be  sa^d  that  the  in* 
habitants  were  bound,  befiore  the  statute  to  build  a  house  of  correction, 
more  than  to  build  a  gaol.  If,  therefore,  it  is  admitted  that  they  are 
chargeable  for  the  house  of  correction,  the  argument  from  former  liability 
may  be  used  against  as  well  as  for  the  rule.  The  local  act,  23  (?.  3. 
c.  55.,  recites^  that  it  is  just  that  the  charges  of  building  the  gaol  should 
be  borne  and  defrayed  by  and  out  of  the  estates  within  the  town  and 
county  in  a  fair  and  equal  degree,  and  it  lays  the  expense  of  building 
the  gaol  on  the  inhabitants,  but  direcu  that,  when  built,  it  shall  be  main- 
tained, supported,  and  repaired  by  the  mayor  and  burgesses  of  the  said 
town  or  borough  of  JCingMton^upon-HulU  So  the  law  stood,  under  the  act 
23  6.  S.  c.  55,9  which  was  applicable  to  the  gaol  only.  Then,  by  stat 
4  G.4.  c.  64.  J.  2.,  it  is  enacted,  that  one  gaol  and  one  house  of  correction 
shall  be  maintained  in  the  several  cities,  towns,  and  places  mentioned  in 
the  schedule,  (among  which  is  KingOon-upon^HuU,)  and  that  the  regu- 
lations alier-mentioned  shall  extend  to  every  such  gaol  and  house  of 
correction  maintained  at  the  expense  of  such  city,  town,  or  place.  It 
might  be  said  here,  that  if  the  gaol  is  not  to  be  maintained  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  county  of  the  town,  the  regulations  cannot  be  enforced 
in  such  gaol ;  that,  however,  is  not  contended.  By  the  forty-fifth  and 
fiftieth  sections,  if  it  is  found  that  the  site  of  the  old  gaol  is  improper,  and 
that  it  ought  to  be  removed,  the  justices  (and  not  the  mayor  and  others,  as 
directed  by  the  local  act  in  question  here)  are  to  buy  the  land  for  the  pur- 
pose: and  by  the  sixty-eigbtli  section,  which  is  loosely  worded,  but  which  we 
must  construe,  if  we  con,  consistently  with  justice,  and  with  the  situation 
and  obligations  of  the  respective  parties,  it  is  enacted  that,  in  order  to 
defray  the  expenses  of  the  matten  and  things  before  directed  to  be  dooe^ 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  justices  in  sessions  to  raise  the  necessary  sums 
for  such  purposes  on  the  counties,  &c  cities,  towns,  or  places  to  which 
this  act  shall  irxtend,  **  in  the  same  manner  «bs  rates  applicable  to  the 
building,  repairing,  or  mamteyumce  of  such  prisons  respectively  are  now 
3  M    3  directed 
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1834.  directed  to  be  raised  bylaw.**    Tliese  words  (" building,  repairing,  or 

-  maintenance  **)  being  in  the  disjunctive,  the  Court  is  enabled  to  interpret 

Thompsom       them  in  a  manner  corresponding  with  previous  obligations,  and  to  con* 

agatnst  sider  them  applicable  to  cases  where  there  was  one  mode  of  providing  for 
the  expense  of  building,  and  another  for  that  of  repairing  or  maintaining. 
It  is  true  that  when  this  enactment  was  made,  the  provision  for  rebuild- 
ing, in  tlie  act  S3  G.  S.  c.  55;  had  expired ;  but,  on  an  enlarged  view  of 
the  subject,  that  does  not  prevent  the  construction  we  have  adopted. 
There  had  been  a  power  to  make  distinct  rates  for  rebuilding,  and  for 
maintaining  this  gaol.  The  present  rate,  therefore,  being  made  for  re- 
building, and  not  for  maintaining  the  gaol,  I  think  that,  on  a  fair  and 
just  interpretation  of  the  statutes,  it  may  properly  be  imposed  upon  the 
inhabitaDts  of  the  town  and  county. 

LiTTLKDALx  J.  I  am  also  of  opinion  on  the  construction  of  the  general 
act,  that  such  a  rate  is  good,  and  I  do  not  think  the  pecoliar  state  of  cirraB- 
stances  introduced  by  stat.  23  G»  3.  c  55.  makes  any  diflerence.  By  thai 
act  it  was  directed,  that  the  gaol  should  be  rebuilt  by  a  rate  laid  on  the  in- 
habitants, and  maintained  and  repaired  at  the  expense  of  the  corponrtJon. 
It  may  be  questioned  whether  that  act  extended  to  more  tbao  the  one 
gaol  there  spoken  of,  and  whether  it  was  not  functus  officio  for  the  present 
purposes  when  that  gaol  ceased  to  exist.  It  may  also  be  doubted  whether 
the  sixty- eighth  section  of  the  general  act,  when  it  provides  lor  deftmying 
*<  the  expenses  of  the  several  matters  and  things  herein-before  directed  to 
be  done  respecting  gaols,**  ttc.  contemplates  such  things  as  building  and 
repairing ;  but,  supposing  it  referable  to  them,  the  rates  for  those  pur- 
poses are  to  be  raised  in  the  same  manner  as  rates  applicable  to  the  build- 
ing, repairing,  or  maintenance  of  the  before-mentioned  prisons  respectively, 
*'  are  now  directed  to  be  raised  by  law :  **  and  no  rate  for  building  the 
gaol  of  Kingston-vpcn'Hull  could  at  that  time  have  fallen  upon  the  cor« 
poration.  Tliere  is  no  pretence  for  saying  that  they  are  liable  for  the 
house  of  correction ;  and  the  rate  must  be  good  altogether,  or  bad  alto- 
gether.    I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  altogether  good. 

Taunton  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Even  if  the  corporation  had 
formerly  supported  the  gaol  from  funds  of  their  owm,  that  would  not 
take  away  the  legality  of  a  rate  like  the  present,  if  the  sessions  were  legally 
authorized  to  impose  it.  James  v.  Green^  6*  T.  R*  2S8«,  is  a  leading  case 
on  that  point.  * 

Pattxson  J.  The  words,  **  building,  repairing,  or  mainteiiance^*'  in 
the  sixty-eighth  section  of  4  G.  c.  64 ,  being  in  the  disjunctive,  enable  na 
to  leave  the  question  of  repair  open,  even  without  reference  to  stat.  5  G,  4. 
c.  85. ;  and  our  decision  in  Tavour  of  the  order  for  making  this  rale  will 
not  b9  inconsistent  with  the  local  act  of  1783. 

Rule  di»charged. 
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1834.     • 

IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

(Error  from  the  King's  Bench.) 

Burn  and  Another  against  Carvalho  and 
Others,  Assignees  of  the  Estate  and  Effects 
of  FoRTUNATO,  a  Bankrupt. 


F  appeared  by  the  record  sent  up  from  the  King's  i^..«  merchant 
Bench,  that  the  plaintiffs  below  declared  against  the  used  to  consiga 
defendants  below  in  trover  for  cotton  goods,  laying  the  agent  at  Hakia, 
right  of  possession  in  the  bankrupt  before,  and  in  the  rica*! for  ^T 
assignees  after,  the  bankruptcy;  that  the  general  issue  bliu^upon*tho 
was  pleaded;  and  that  at  the  Lancaster  assizes,  on  the  c™*?*^ of, and 

'^  '  againfttstucb 

7th  of  March,  1  W.  4.,  the  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury,  fonsignmenti, 
who  found  a  special  verdict.     The  verdict  was  in  all  t*©"  lo  th«r 

.  ,       ,  ,    .      «»nount,  to  be 

material  respects  the  same  with  the  case  as  stated  in  paid  by  the 

agent  out  of  the 
proccedi.  Some 
bilU  so  drawn,  and  negotiated  by  the  indoriemcnts  of  a  house  in  London  with  which  F. 
corresponded,  were  refused  acceptance  by  the  agent.  The  Ijondon  house  thireupon  re- 
quested F.  to  write  to  his  agent  at  Bahia,  with  urders,  "  tliat  in  rase  be  did  not  pay  F.*s 
drafts,  be  should  immediately  hand  over  such  property  as  he  might  have  of  ^.*s,  of  an 
equivalent  value  to  the  bills  not  paid  by  him,  to  the  agent  of  the  Zom/on house  at  Bakia," 
F»  replied,  that  he  would  write  to  his  agent,  agreeably  to  these  injunctions,  directing  him 
to  hand  over  to  the  agent  of  the  London  hou^c,  *'  pro|>erty  of  JF*.  in  his  hands,  to  cover 
the  amount  of  bills  that  eventually  might  not  be  paid.**  Afterwards,  and  before  the  letter 
from  F.  to  his  agent  reached  Bahia,  F*  became  bankrupt.  i^.*8  agent  subsequently  handed 
over  to  the  London  house  goods  consigned  to  him  as  above  mentioned,  to  an  amount  lesa 
than  that  of  the  bills  unpaid : 

Held,  that  there  was  no  legal  or  equitable  assignment  of  those  goods  to  the  London 
house  before  the  bankruptcy,  and  that  on  that  event  the  property  in  tliem  vested  in  the 
assignees. 

In  an  action  of  trover  brought  by  the  assignees  for  the  goods*  in  which  the  above  facta 
were  proved,  the  defendants  aUo  offered  in  evidence  the  letter  written  by  F.  to  bb  agent 
at  Bakia  (after  promising  the  London  house  to  write,  as  above  stated),  in  which  he  ordered 
that  party  to  hand  over  all  the  property  which  he  held  on  F.*s  account  to  the  agcnta  of  the 
London  house : 

Qtunv,  Whether  the  letter  was  admissible;  but  held  that,  if  it  were,  the  decirion  ought 
still  to  be  the  same. 

S  M  4  Carvalho 
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18S4>. 

BVAW 

agttitut 
Cartalro* 


Carvatto  v.  Btirrif  4  B.  &  Ad.  382.  {a)  It  appeared 
further  that  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  gave  judgment 
for  the  plaintiffs  below  on  the  special  verdict,  where- 
upon error  was  brought;  and  the  error  assigned  wa? 
that  the  judgment  was  for  the  plaintiffs  below,  whereas 
it  should  have  been  for  the  defendants.  In  last  Easter 
vacation  {Saturday,  May  10th),  this  case  was  argued 
before  Tindal  C.  J.,  Lord  Lyndhurst  C.  B.,  /\w*,  GdueleCy 
and  Bosanquet  Js.,  and  BoUand  and  Gumey  Bs. 


Starkie  for  the  plaintifis  in  error.  The  grounds  upon 
which  the  judgment  in  the  court  below  rested  are  too 
limited.  It  appears,  that  it  was  founded  on  the  possibility 
of  an  interest  in  the  bankrupt  at  the  time  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy (p.  S9S.) ;  and  the  consideration,  whether  a  court 
of  equity  would  compel  the  assignees  to  hold  for  others 
than   the  defendants,  is   expressly  excluded  (p.  396.). 

(a)  The  only  facts  omitted  in  that  report,  and  stated  in  the  spedd 
verdict,  (except  the  details  necessary  to  prove  the  bankruptcy,)  were  the 
following :  AfVer  stating  that  Forlvnato*B  bills,  drawn  against  the  con- 
signments made  by  him  to  Rego,  were  negotiated  by  the  indorsement  of 
the  defendants,  who  received  brokerage  for  so  doing,  the  verdict  pro- 
ceeded:— 

«  In  the  years  1828  and  1829,  the  said  A,  P.  Fortunato,  the  said  bank- 
rupt, had  made  such  consignments  to  Eegq  at  Sahia,  by  eight  difierent 
vessels,  and  the  value  of  those  consignments  by  those  vessels  amounted  to 
upwards  of  20,00(V."  The  verdict  then  stated,  as  in  the  reported  case, 
that  Fortunato,  between  tlie  29th  of  l^ovemher  1828,  and  16th  of  Uarck 
1829,  drew  and  negotiated  bills,  so  drawn  and  indorsed  as  before  men* 
tioned,  to  the  amount  of  3800/.,  and  received  the  amount  from  the  defend* 
ants,  whose  agents  took  up  the  bills,  on  their  being  dishonoured,  for  the 
honour  of  the  defendants  t  and  that  the  bankrupt  received  due  notice  of 
the  dishonour  of  all  the  bills.  The  amounu  and  dates  of  the  bills  were 
set  out  as  follows :  — 

16lh  Jaiu  1829     -  fj^ 

14th  Fe6.  1829,  £700.  2.')Ui  Feb,^  £700.        16th  AfarcA,  £500. 

The  verdict  then  went  on  to  state,  as  in  the  reported  case,  that  gooda 
Were  consigned  to  Tt^go  to  an  amount  covering  the  3800^,  &c. 

This, 


29th  Nov.  1828     -  |f  ^ 


Caktaumj. 
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This,  however,  is  at  variance  with  the  doctrine,  that  18S4. 
assignees  can  recover  only  such  property  as  they  are 
entitled  to  apply  to  the  satis&ction  of  the  demands  of  ^agmtm 
the  creditors ;  a  doctrine  which  is  very  convenient,  as 
superseding  the  necessity  of  instituting  suits  in  equity 
to  compel  assignees  to  refimd,  and  which  has  been 
recognised  in  Lempriere  v.  Pasley{a\  and  Broom  v. 
Heathcote.  {b)  In  the  present  case,  the  defendants,  at 
the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  had  an  equitable  lien, 
which  was  good  against  the  bankrupt,  and  therefore 
against  the  assignees,  upon  all  the  property  in  Regds 
hands,  or  upon  so  much  of  it  as  was  necessary  to  cover 
the  bills,  which,  in  fact,  would  be  all.  There  is  an  ap- 
parent variance  between  the  letter  dated  9th  April  1829, 
from  the  bankrupt  to  the  defendants,  and  that  dated  1 1th 
Aprils  from  the  bankrupt  to  Rego  s  the  former  promising 
to  direct  that  so  much  property  should  be  handed  over 
as  would  cover  the  amount  of  bills  that  eventually  might 
not  be  paid ;  the  latter  directing  all  to  be  handed  over. 
But,  in  fact,  all  was  required  to  cover  the  amount;  the 
latter  was  the  performance  of  the  promise  contained  in 
the  former.  [Lord  Lyndhurst  C.  B.  If  Rego  held 
more  than  was  necessary  to  cover  the  amount,  he  would 
have  had  to  hand  over  only  a  part,  which  part^the 
order  to  him  did  not  specify.  Would  you  say  that,  in 
that  case,  he  must  have  handed  over  all  ?]  It  is  not 
necessary  to  go  so  far.  The  gross  property  could  not 
be  touched  by  the  bankrupt  till  enough  had  been 
handed  over  to  cover  the  amount :  there  would  be  an 
equitable  lien  upon  all.  But  the  bankrupt's  letter  of 
1 1th  oi  April  to  Rego  shews  that,  according  to  his  own 
understanding  of  the  contract  with  the  defendants,  the 

(a)  2  r.  R  485.  (*)  1  Aik.  160. 

whole 


886  CASES  IN  TRINITY  VACATION 

1834.  whole  of  the  property  was  to  be  handed  over,  and  he 
raast  be  considered  to  be  cognizant  of  the  state  of  facts. 
And  Rego  so  understands  him,  for  he  does  hand  over 
all.  This  view  of  the  case  is  confirmed  by  Rego^s  letter 
to  the  plaintiflb  in  error,  dated  July  15th.  (a) 

The  circumstance  of  the  bankrupt  having  been  un- 
able to  perform  the  contract  immediately  by  forthwith 
handing  over  the  goods,  on  account  of  the  distance, 
cannot  affect  the  equity :  the  goods  are  handed  over  as 
soon  as  possible,  and  the  bankrupt  could  not  have  re- 
covered them  back ;  neither  therefore  can  the  assignees. 
The  delivery,  when  made,  relates  back  to  the  agreement 
in  consequence  of  which  it  was  made ;  and  thus  there  was 
a  delivery  before  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy.  But  it 
is  enough  if  there  was  an  equitable  lien  at  that  time.  In 
order  to  support  the  judgment  below,  it  must  be  shewn, 
first,  that  the  bankrupt's  letter  to  Bego  of  1 1th  of  April 
cannot  be  taken  into  consideration;  and  then,  that, 
without  the  aid  of  that  letter,  the  contract  is  contingent 
only,  as  being  either  dependent  upon  an  uncertain  event, 

(a)  The  letter  here  referred  to  (which  is  only  in  part  set  out  in  4  £.  j- 
Ad.  887.  )>  was  as  follows :  -* 

**  The  present  has  for  its  sole  object  the  informing  you  that,  on  the 
SOth  ultimo,  I  placed  at  the  disposal  of  Mr.  T.  JF.  Vogdtr,  3625/.  Of.  2d. 
in  gA>ds,  belonging  to  Mr.  A,  P.  Fortunato  of  Liverpool.  Through  want 
of  calculation,  without  doubt,  and  nerer  with  any  intention  of  prejudicing 
you,  it  was,  that  this  friend  continued  drawing  successively  against  re- 
mittances which  he  made,  perhaps  without  counting  on  the  constant 
stagnation  occurring  with  goods,  and  the  difficulties  which  oiler  in 
revising  this  result ;  these  which  I  have  set  forth,  and  no  others,  being 
the  motives  which  operated  with  me  in  not  accepting  the  last  drafts  of 
said  friend  for  38(XV.,  which  amount,  compared  with  what  I  deliver  in 
goods  on  hand,  shews  evidently  that  it  was  not  with  sinister  views  that 
Mr.  Fortunaio  chaigcd  you  with  negotiating  his  bills,  but  by  the  occur- 
rence of  the  circumstances  I  have  mentioned,  which  being  taken  into 
consideration  by  you,  I  trust  that  that  friend  is  entitled  to  continue  to 
merit  your  oonBdcnoe,"  &c. 

or 
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or  undetermined  as  to  the  amount  to  be  transferred.        1834. 
Now  the  letter  is  written  in  execution  of  the  contract       

BvBir 

previously  made  between  the  parties ;  it  is  a  substantial  (liaimi 
performance.  In  Bailey  v.  Ctdverwell  (a),  the  agent  of 
the  owner  of  goods  had  sold  them  to  a  person  who  de- 
sired the  agent  to  keep  them  in  his  hands  unless  he 
could  sell  them  at  a  certain  price ;  and  afterwards,  the 
goods  not  being  sold,  the  buyer  directed  the  agent  (who 
still  held  them,  and  had  required  security  for  payment 
of  the  original  purchase-money)  to  sell  them,  and  pay 
the  proceeds  to  the  original  owner  in  liquidation  of  the 
purchase^money  due  to  him,  and  to  pay  the  surplus 
to  himself,  the  buyer.  After  he  had  given  these 
directions,  but  before  they  had  been  complied  with, 
he  became  bankrupt.  His  assignees  then  brought 
trover  for  the  goods  against  the  agent ;  but  it  was  held 
that  the  application  for  payment  must  be  tak^en  to  have 
been  made  by  the  agent  on  behalf  of  the  original  owner, 
that  the  original  owner  must  be  considered  as  having 
assented  to  the  arrangement  made,  that  such  assent 
would  be  referred  to  the  time  of  the  direction  being 
given  by  the  bankrupt,  and  that  such  direction  was  not 
countermandable :  and  the  assignees  were  nonsuited,  on 
the  ground  t)f  the  goods  being  subject  to  the  equitable 
claim  of  the  original  owner.  Here  there  is  an  express 
request  by  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  in  their  letter  of 
April  4th,  and  this  must  be  coupled  with  the  letter  of 
April  11th,  which  was  a  performance  of  the  request;  the 
request  and  performance  together  go  at  least  as  far  as 
the  order  and  the  inferred  assent  in  Bailey  v.  Culver'- 
well  (n),  and  the  request  is  made  by  the  party  actually 

(o)  8  L\  i  C.  448. 

interested. 
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1834.        interested.     The  order  in  the  letter  of  11th  April 
g  therefore  not  countermandable.     It  is  true,  that  a  direo- 

againit  tiOH  given  by  a  principal  to  an  agent,  to  transfer  goods 
or  their  proceeds  to  a  third  party,  is  countermandable 
by  the  principal,  until  it  be  communicated  to  such  third 
party,  as  was  held  in  Scott  v.  Porcher  (o),  and  other 
cases  cited  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  Bailey  ▼.  Cvher^ 
well,  (b)  But  here,  the  giving  the  order  in  the  letter  is 
simply  a  performance  of  a  contract  between  the  parties, 
in  a. manner  specifically  pointed  to  by  the  contract;  the 
only  additional  communication  which  could  have  taken 
place  would  have  been  by  the  plaintiffs  in  error  de- 
manding to  see  the  order,  instead  of  taking  for  granted, 
as  they  were  entitled  to  do,  that  it  would  be  given  in 
pursuance  of  the  contract.  Even  supposing  that  there 
were  a  variance  between  the  agreement  in  the  letter  of 
April  9th,  and  the  letter  to  Rego  of  April  1 1th,  the  lien 
upon  the  whole  property  still  subsists,  and  is  not  pre- 
judiced by  any  uncertainty  as  to  how  much  will  be  re- 
quired to  discharge  the  equitable  incumbrance.  The 
letter  of  the  11th  cannot  therefore  be  left  out  of  ohi- 
sideration,  and  then  the  other  difficulties  do  not  apply, 
for  that  letter  leaves  no  uncertainty  or  contingengr 
open. 

But,  supposing  that  the  letter  of  April  11th  cannot 
be  taken  into  consideration,  still  there  is  no  such  un-s 
certainty  or  contingency,  either  as  to  amount  or  time, 
as  will  prevent  the  equitable  lien  from  attaching.  The 
request  in  the  letter  of  April  4th  from  the  plaintiffs  in 
error  to  the  bankrupt,  is,  that  Rego  may  be  directed 
**  immediately "  to  hand  over  "  such  property  as  he 

(a)  S  Mer.  652.  (6)  8  I?.  ^ C  451. 
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may  have  "  of  an  ^'  equivalent  value  to  the  bills  not  18S4. 
paid."  And  the  bankrupt  answers,  by  the  letter  of  "I 
the  9th  of  Aprilf  that,  agreeably  to  their  instructions,  ngauut 
be  will  write.  Had  nothing  further  been  done,  be 
would  have  been  bound,  and  the  equitable  lien  would 
have  been  created  at  and  from  that  time.  It  is  not 
necessary,  even  on  the  supposition  that  there  was  more 
property  than  enough,  that  there  should  have  been  a 
specific  appropriation  of  any  part  of  it  to  the  discharge 
of  th^  bills.  The  assignees  have  no  right  to  property 
in  which  the  bankrupt  is  not  beneficially  interested; 
here  the  equitable  lien  upon  the  whole  prevents  him 
firom  having  any  beneficial  interest  in  any  part  of  it 
till  the  lien  be  discharged.  [Lord  Lyndhurst  C.  B. 
Suppose  a  man  holds  goods  of  a  trader  to  the  value 
of  10,000/.,  and  he  gives  another  person  a  charge  upon 
them  to  the  amount  of  100/.,  will  not  the  goods  pass 
to  his  assignees?]  It  is  possible  that,  if  the  charge 
were  so  definite,  the  goods  might  pass  to  the  assignees, 
subject  to  it.  That,  however,  is  not  the  case  here. 
[Tindal  C.  J.  referred  to  FaUcener  v.  Case,  (a)]  Then 
as  to  the  alleged  uncertainty  respecting  the  sum  to  be 
secured.  In  the  case  In  Re  Ship  Warre{b)  it  was 
considered  by  Lord  Chancellor  Eldon  that  an  assign- 
ment was  good  in  equity,  although  both  the  sum  to  be 
secured,  and  the  property  upon  which  the  security  was 
given,  were  uncertain.  It  is  true  that,  in  that  case, 
there  was  afterwards  an  actual  taking  of  possession: 
but,  in  the  present  instance,  nothing  prevented  the  actual 
transfer  at  the  time  of  the  agreement,  except  the  dis- 

(a)  1  Browfit  Ch.  Ca.  125. ;  more  fully,  from  a  MS.  by  Ashurtl  J.,  in 
Lempriere  t.  Patky,  S  7.  i2.  491. 

(6)  Note  to  Monkhouae  t.  Hay,  8  Price,  369. 

tance 
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18S4>.        tance  at  which  the  goods  were  :  and  the  transfer  has 
relation  to  the  time  of  the  agreement 

Crompton  for  the  defendants  in  error.  The  propertjr 
passes  to  the  assignees,  unless  it  can  be  shewn  that  the 
plaintiffi  are  entitled ;  they  must  shew  a  legal  propertj 
in,  or  an  equitable  assignment  of,  all  the  goods :  it  is  not 
enough  to  establish  an  equitable  claim  upon  some 
unascertained  portion.  It  is  true  that  the  ass^nees 
cannot  take  property  of  a  bankrupt  which  is  equhaUy 
the  property  of  a  third  person ;  but  this  doctrine  is 
applicable  only  where  no  part  of  the  property  can 
possibly  be  applied  to  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and 
where,  consequently,  the  assignees  are  naked  trustees. 
Here  no  equity  passed  by  the  letters  of  the  4th  and 
9th  of  April.  The  decision  of  the  court  below  has 
been  sanctioned  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Best  t. 
Argles.  (a)  iGttrney  B.  All  that  was  there  done,  was 
to  leave  the  defendant  to  take  the  opinion  of  a  court  of 
equity.]  At  any  rate,  the  Court  thought  that  it  might 
be  merely  a  question  for  a  court  of  equity.  It  appears 
that  consignments  to  the  value  of  20,000/.  were  in 
IUg(/s  hands ;  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  letters  of  the 
4th  and  9th  to  raise  a  presumption  that  the  whole  of 
whatever  Rego  had  was  intended  to  pass  to  the  plainti£& 
in  error,  to  cover  bills  to  the  amount  of  SBOOL  only. 
Eego  himself  does  not  appear  to  know  how  much  would 
be  wanted;  for  he  says,  in  his  letter  of  the  11th  of  Jbif, 
that  a  great  part  of  the  goods  consigned  to  him  by  the 
bankrupt  still  exists  in  his  possession.  No  stress  can  be 
laid  on  the  fact  that  the  bills  were  drawn  against  the  con- 

(a)  QCr.fM.  401. 

signment; 
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signment;  that  is  the  ordinary  practice,  and  creates  no         18S4. 
lien  between  the  drawer  and  indorser.  The  letter  to  Resq       — "^ 

Bntir 

of  the  1 1th  of  April  cannot  be  taken  into  consideration ;  o^otfut 
it  b  not  the  agreement  between  the  plaintiffs  in  error 
and  the  bankrupt ;  it  never  was  communicated  to  the 
former,  and*  therefore,  was  merely  a  transaction  be- 
tween the  bankrupt  and  his  agent,  and  as  such  re- 
vocable, Scott  V.  Porcher{(C)\  and  bankruptcy  always 
operates  as  a  countermand.  And,  without  this  letter, 
there  is  only  a  promise  to  hand  over  property  to  a  par- 
ticular amount,  not  being  specifically  selected,  in  the 
event  of  the  bills  not  being  paid ;  there  is,  therefore,  an 
uncertainty,  first,  as  to  the  goods  which  may  be  in  Rego^s 
hands;  secondly,  whether  any,  and  what  bills  would 
be  unpaid ;  thirdly,  as  to  the  part  of  the  goods  which 
Rego  would  appropriate  to  the  security  of  the  bills.  The 
order  was  not  executed  till  after  the  bankruptcy;  to 
make  this  valid  as  against  assignees,  there  should  have 
been  some  assent  by  Rego^  to  hold  for  the  plaintiffs  in 
error,  before  the  bankruptcy;  Ex  parte  Heywood.{jb) 
The  doctrine  of  equity  has  never  been  applied,  except 
in  the  case  of  an  actual  contract;  it  has  not  been  ex- 
tended to  the  case  of  an  order  to  an  agent.  And  here 
the  order  varied  from  the  preceding  contract,  and  there- 
fore was  not  a  performance  of  it.  Again,  a  promise  to 
pawn  goods,  does  not  bind  the  goods  themselves,  either 
in  law  or  equity,  though  it  may  subject  the  person 
promising  to  an  action.  {Tindal  C.J.  Suppose  you 
order  a  banker  to  pay  money  to  a  third  person,  and 
the  banker  assents,  does  not  that  pass  the  money?] 
Not  if  my  bankruptcy  intervene  between  the  order 
and  the  assent.     Even  in  the  case  of  a  contract  of  sale, 

(«)  S  Mer.  658.  {h)  9  Roh^  Co.  Bank.  S55. 

the 
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18S4.  the  interest  does  not  pass  if  any  thing  remain  to  be 
done:  here  the  debt  was  to  be  ascertained,  and  the 
goods  to  be  selected.  Suppose  a  servant  were  sent 
to  hand  over  property  to  a  person  in  pawn,  or  to 
select  a  certain  quantity  of  goods  to  be  pawned,  and 
bankruptcy  were  to  intervene  before  the  servant  had 
done  so,  could  there  be  an  equity  upon  that  property? 
An  equitable  mortgage  by  deposit  of  title  deeds  is  in- 
complete if  future  deeds  be  contemplated.  \Ijflidhurst 
C.  B.  It  is  incomplete,  if  a  deposit  of  deeds  be  made  in 
order  merely  that  formal  instruments  may  be  executed; 
but,  if  they  be  deposited  as  a  mortgage,  it  is  enough :  it 
depends  upon  the  meaning  of  the  parties.]  Ban  v. 
Dcaoson  (a)  and  Yeates  v.  Groves  {b)  were  cited  in  the 
argument  below;  but,  in  the  former  case,  the  order 
for  the  money  had  been  communicated  and  actually 
handed  over  to  the  party  in  whose  hands  the  money 
was;  in  the  latter,  the  purchaser  of  the  estate,  who 
held  the  money  claimed,  had  communicated,  to  the 
party  claiming^  his  assent  to  the  arrangement.  It  is 
said  that  distance  of  place  cannot  affect  the  nature  of 
the  rights ;  but  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  allow  it  to 
alter  the  nature  of  the  conveyance.  In  Bailey  v.  Culver^ 
well  (c),  the  party  made  defendant  in  the  action  was 
held  to  have  obtained  possession  of  the  goods  as  agent 
of  the  seller  who  insisted  on  that  security :  this  was 
tantamount  to  a  delivery  to  the  latter,  and  the  pos- 
session commenced  before  the  bankruptcy.  That  case 
might  have  applied,  if  JS^o,  before  the  bankruptcy, 
had  agreed  to  hold  for  the  plaintiffi  in  error.  In 
Carpenter  v.  MameU{d)^  Lord  AbxxnUy  said  that  the 

(a)  1  Vtz,  sen.  331.  (6)  1  F«i.  jumSSa 

(c;  8  fl.  4  C.  448,  (rf)5AtP.  41. 

most 
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roost  remote  possibility  of  interest  in  the   assignees        18S4. 
would  entitle  them  to  recover ;  and  in  Winch  v.  Kedey  la)       -^— - 

BUBK 

BuUer  J.  seems  to  adopt  the  same  criterion.  ^mgabui 

Cur.  adv.  vuU* 


In  the  same  vacation,  {June  23d), 

Lord  Lyndhurst  C.  B.  (in  the  absence  of  Tindal 
C.  J.)  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  there  was  an 
equitable  transfer  by  Fortunato^  before  his  bankruptcy, 
of  the  goods  which  are  the  subject  of  this  action. 
Unless  there  was  such  a  transfer  complete  before  the 
bankruptcy,  the  property  in  the  goods  passed  to  the 
assignees.  We  think  there  was  not  such  a  complete 
transfer,  and,  consequently,  that  the  plaintiffi  below  are 
entitled  to  recover.  By  the  terms  of  the  bankrupt  act  (&), 
all  the  personal  estate  of  the  bankrupt  at  the  time  of 
the  bankruptcy  would  vest  in  the  plaintifis  below  by 
the  assignment:  the  property  in  question  had  there- 
fore passed  to  them,  unless  an  equitable  lien  existed, 
at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  upon  the  whole  or 
an  ascertained  part  of  such  property.  And  on  their 
side  it  is  admitted,  that  nothing  passed  to  them  by  the 
assignment  but  such  property  as  the  bankrupt  was 
equitably,  as  well  as  legally,  entided  to.  Then  do  the 
(acts  here  shew,  consistendy  with  decided  cases,  that 
the  equitable  tide  to  these  goods  had  passed  from  the 
bankrupt  to  the  defendants  before  the  bankruptcy? 
In  Brawn  v.  Heathcote  (c),  FaUeener  v.  Case  (^,  and 
Lempriere  v.  Pasley  (e),  the  assignment  was  direct  and 

(a)  1  r.  R.  6S3.  (6)  6  C^  4.  c.  16.  i.  6S. 

(c)   I  Atk.  160.  [d)  9  T.  n.  491. 

(«)  9  T.  R.  485. 

Vol.  I.  3  N  unequivocal, 
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uoequiTocaly  and  complete  before  the  act  of  bankp 
ruptcy :  there  was  noduog  dependent  on  a  contingencyf 
much  less  on  a  contingency  which  might  not  haTe 
been  determined  before  the  assignor  became  bankrupt. 
Nor  could  it  be  objectedi  in  those  cases,  that  the  as- 
signment was  not  of  the  whole  or  of  an  ascertained  part 
of  the  goods  in  question.  Again,  when  the  payee  of  a 
note  has  delivered  it  for  value,  but  neglected  to  indorse 
it,  and  afterwards  has  become  bankrupt,  and  the  as- 
signees, after  the  bankruptcy,  have  received  the  amount 
of  such  note,  it  has  been  decided  that  they  held  such 
amount  as  trustees  for  the  party  to  whom  the  note  was 
delivered ;  Es  parte  JByas  (a).  Smith  v.  Pickering  {b\ 
is  a  similar  case.  But  in  those  cases  the  delivery  was 
complete,  and  the  extent  of  the  lien  ascertained,  before 
the  bankruptcy.  Here,  the  defendants  below,  at  the 
time  when  they  wrote  their  letter  to  the  bankrupt,  of 
.^[nil  4th,  were  ignorant  both  of  the  amount  of  the  bills 
to  be  returned  for  nonpayment,  and  the  amount  of 
goods  in  the  hands  of  Bego :  all  they  ask  of  the  bank- 
rupt in  that  letter  is,  <'  That  you  will  write  to  Mr.  Bego 
by  the  first  vessel,  with  orders,  that,  in  case  he  does  not 
pay  your  drafts,  he  will  immediately  hand  over  such 
property  as  he  may  have  of  yours,  of  an  equivalent 
value  to  the  bills  not  paid  by  him,  to  our  agents  Mr, 
Vogeler  of  Bahia."  And  then  the  bankrupt^  in  hb 
answer,  dated  April  9th,  says,  <'  I  will  write  to  Mr.  Bego 
per  brig  Wavertreej  to  sail  on  the  12th  of  this  month, 
directing  him  to  hand  over  to  Mr.  Vogeler  property  of 
mine  in  his  hands  to  cover  the  amount  of  bills  that 
eventually  may  not  be  paid."     Here  is  no  immediate  aa- 


(o)  1  Alk.  1S4. 


(6)  IPtakepN.  P.  C50. 

signment 
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signment  of  any  certain  and  specified  amount  of  pro-  1884* 
perty,  but  at  most  only  an  agreement  to  assign  on 
a  contingency,  and  goods  of  an  uncertain  quantity. 
And  that  quantity  remained  uncertain  till  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  was  committed;  from  which  time  all  the 
property,  legal  and  equitable,  which  the  bankrupt  had, 
became  vested  in  the  assignees ;  and,  having  once  passed 
to  them,  it  could  not  be  divested  again,  to  answer  the 
event  of  a  conditional  assignment*  There  is  no  au- 
thority for  saying  that  this  could  take  place ;  and  the 
principle  of  the  bankrupt  law  is  against  it.  As  to 
the  letter  dated  jfyril  11th,  which  was  rejected  by  the 
Court  below,  some  of  the  Judges  of  this  court  think 
that,  as  it  was  the  letter  referred  to  by  the  bankrupt  in 
his  letter  dated  ./^f/  9tb,  as  about  to  be  written  by  him, 
and  as  the  writing  of  it  formed  part  of  the  transaction, 
it  was  admissible  in  evidence.  But  the  reception  of  it 
would  not  remove  the  difficulty  which  has  been  stated, 
and  therefore  it  is  unnecessary  to  determine  this  point 
The  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas  concurs 
with  us  in  the  present  deobion.  The  judgment  will  be 
affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


At  a  subsequent  sitting  of  the  Court  of  Error  in  ^3  f^J^jS*"* 
the  Exchequer    Chamber    {Michaelmas    term   18S4),  c.49.  f.5a, 
Starkie   applied   to  the  Court  for  an  order  on   the  aon  •••baiiiue 

^,  .1.  .  *.    1  .       1.  ottt  my  writ  of 

Master  to  review  his  taxation  of  the  costs  m  this  cause,  error,"  &c,  m 
and  to  disallow  interest  on  the  amount  of  damages,  tioned,  and 
(2049/.),  which  be  had  allowed  from  the  brmging  oii^''^\^ 


the  writ  of  error,  under  the  statute  8  &  4  fF.  4.  c.  42.  ^e  defendant 

'  in  error,  the 

Court  of  Error 
ihaU  ellow  interest  for  such  time  at  eiecudon  haa  been  delayed  by  nicfa  writ,  applies 
only  wfaera  the  writ  has  been  sued  oat  since  the  passing  of  the  act. 

3  N  2  5. 80. 
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18S4.        5.  SO.  {a)     The  writ  had  been   sued  out  before  the 
"^""^        statute  passed  {b) ;  and  he  contended  that  the  terms  of  • 
agamtt        the  above  clause  were  prospective  only  (^'  if  any  person 
shall  sue  out  any  writ  of  error"),  and  therefore  were 
not  applicable  to  a  case  so  circumstanced. 

Crompton^  contra,  argued  that  sect.  SO.  was  unperative 
as  to  the  allowance  of  interest,  and  that  the  legislature 
had  fixed  the  1st  day  of  June  18SS  as  the  day  on  which 
the  new  regulation  was  to  commence,  as  if  for  the  express 
purpose  of  avoiding  questions  of  this  nature ;  and  though 
that  day  was  before  the  act  received  the  royal  assent,  the 
Court  could  only  look  to  the  words  used  in  the  act  A 
similar  construction  had  been  put  on  sect.  SI.,  rendering 
executors  liable  to  costs  (c). 

The  Court  were  of  opinion,  that  a  question  under 
sect.  SO.,  the  terms  of  which  were  proq)ective,  was 
very  different  from  one  arising  under  sect.  SI.,  the  lan- 
guage of  which  (**  That  in  any  action  brought  by  any 
executor  or  administrator,"  ^.)  was  sufficiendy  com- 
prehensive to  embrace  all  actions  brought  by  such 
party,  whether  before  or  after  the  passing  of  the  act; 

(a)  S  ft  4  FT.  4.  c  42.  <.  90.  «  And  be  it  further  enacted.  That  if  any 
person  shall  lue  out  any  writ  of  error  upon  any  judgment  whatsoever 
giTCn  in  any  court  in  any  action  personal,  and  the  court  of  enor  shaU 
gite  judgment  for  the  defendant  thereon;  then  interest  shall  be  allowed 
by  the  court  of  error  for  such  time  as  execution  has  been  delayed  by  snch 
writ  of  error,  for  the  delaying  thereof." 

(6)  Theteste  of  the  writ  was,  June  3d,  S  W,  4.  (1833).  By  sect.  44. 
of  the  actyit  i  s  said  «  that  this  statute  shall  commence  and  take  effect  on 
the  Ist  day  otJwne  1833  ;**  but  the  act  did  not  receive  the  royal  assent  till 
the  14th  oijtvguit  1833. 

(c)  Freeman  ▼.  Mojfeh  antd,  p.  338. ;  Plidbtp  ▼•  HlkarUnh  4  lyrmk.  8S8., 
2  Cn.  t  M.  405. 

and 
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and  the  Court  directed  the  taxation  to  be  reduced  as 
prayed  (a). 

(a)  Sm  a  8imilar  dedsioii  on  tUt  1  W.  4.  c.  21.  $.  6.,   Rat  ▼.  Wix, 
2  B.tM.20S. 


Henry  H AW ARDEN  Fazakerley  against  Gilbert 
Ford  and  Ha  warden  Thomas  Gillibrand, 
now  Hawarden  Thomas  Fazakerley.  (a) 

I^HE  Lord  Chancellor  sent  the  following  case  for  ir.ciBi775, 

the  opinion  of  this  Court :  —  mraor-houn 

.    Colonel  Samuel  Hawarden  Fazakerley  (late  of  Liver^  hU  nephew  for 

pool),  by  his  will,  bearing  date  the  27th  of  June  1804,  SUli^ll?! 

firat  and  other 
loni  in  tail  male.  The  nephew's  son,  T»  O.,  took  under  the  will ;  and  upon  his  marriage,  in 
1801 ,  suffered  a  recoTery,  and  conveyed  the  estates  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life ;  remainder, 
subject  to  a  term  in  S.  H.  F>  and  another,  for  securing  a  jointure  and  raising  portions  for 
jounger  children^  to  the  use  of  the  settlor's  first  and  other  sons  by  the  marriage^  in  tail  male. 
Power  was  given  to  the  trustees  to  sell  and  excliange  the  lands,  and  invest  the  monies. 

In  1804,  A  H»F,t  the  termor  and  trustee  under  the  settlement,  devised  his  own  estates 
in  trust  for  the  second  son  of  T.  G.,  the  settlor,  in  tail  male;  and  in  lilte  manner  to  the 
third  and  other  sons,  &c.,  with  a  power  to  the  trustees,  if  at  any  time  the  penon  entitled  to 
the  possession  or  to  the  renu  and  profits  of  the  said  estates  should  be  a  minor,  to  receive 
and  apply  such  rents  and  profiu  during  the  minority.  Proviso,  that  in  case  and  so  often  as 
ike  nunorh  landM^  ^e.  deviled  6y  the  uiu  of  W.  O.  far  an  eUaie  in  tail  male  thouid  detoend 
to,  or  devolve  upon,  any  tan  cf  the  mid  T.  G.  (the  settlor),  or  heir  male  of  the  body  of  such 
son,  and  the  person  on  whom  the  same  should  so  descend  or  devolve  should,  under  the 
trusu  of  the  present  will,  be  tenant  in  tail  male  of  the  messuages,  lands,  &c.  devised  by  this 
vrill,  to  as  to  be  then  actually  in  pottemon  or  entitled  to  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof^ 
and  there  should  at  the  same  time  be  any  other  son,  &c  of  the  said  T,  {?.,  then  the  estate 
by  this  will  declared  to  be  in  trust  for  the  person  so  becoming  entitled  under  the  will  of 
W,  G-  should  cease  and  determine,  and  the  now  devised  premises  should  be  in  trust  for  the 
perMm  who  would  be  entitled  if  the  forfeiting  party  were  dead,  and  there  were  a  failure  of 
issue  in  tail  male.     No  express  reference  was  made  in  this  will  to  the  settlement  of  1801. 

S.  H.  F.  died  in  1813,  and  his  devised  estates  vested  in  the  trustees  for  the  second  son  of 
T.  G.  The  eldest  son  of  T.  G.  died  in  1R16,  and  7.  G.  himself  in  18S8 ;  whereupon  hb 
estates  vested  in  the  same  second  son  i  he  was  still  a  minor.  Several  children  of  7.  G.  by 
the  marriage  of  1801,  and  likewiie  the  widow,  survived  him.  Many  parta  of  the  settled 
estates  had  been  sold  and  exchanged  by  the  trustees  under  the  settlement. 

Held,  by  Denman  C  J.,  Parke  J.,  and  Pitteson  J.,  Taunton  J.  dissenticnte,  that,  under 
these  drcumsunces,  the  estate  devised  by  S.  H»  F*  to  the  second  son  of  7.  G.  did  not  go 
over  by  the  shifting  clause. 

(a)  This  and  the  next  two  eases,  argued  and  decided  in  former  terms, 
■re  introduced  here,  not  having  been  published  in  Messrs.  BamewtJl  and 
Adolphus**  Reports. 

S  N  5  devised 
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Fazakiklit 

against 

FOKD. 


1852.  devised  all  his  real  estates  to  the  defendant,  the  Re?; 
Gilbert  Fordf  and  two  other  persons,  in  fee,  in  trust 
for  the  second  son  of  Thomas  QiUibrand^  of  Chorletf^ 
in  the  county  of  Ldmcaster  (the  plaintiff's  fiither),  in 
tail  male ;  remainder  in  trust  for  the  third  and  every 
other  subsequently  bom  son  of  T.  G.  successively,  ac- 
cording to  their  seniorities,  in  tail  male;  remaindtf  in 
trust  for  the  eldest  or  only  son  of  T.  6.  in  tail  male; 
remainder  in  trust  for  the  daughters  of  T.  G.  successiTdy 
in  tail  male;  remainder  in  trust  for  die  second  and 
other  sons  and  daughters  of  T.  G.  suscessively  in  tail 
general ;  remainder,  upon  certain  trusts,  for  the  benefit 
of  John  Hcewardeny  his  sons  and  daughters;  and 
ultimate  remainder  in  trust  for  the  testator's  right  heirs: 
The  will  then  contained  a  proviso,  that  every  person 
who,  by  Tirtueof  the  will,  or  any  codicil  thereto,  should 
''become  entitled  to  the  actual  freehold  of  the  mes- 
suages,  lands,  tenements,  rents,  and  other  heredita« 
ments,''  the  trusts  of  which  were  before  declared, 
should,  within  one  year  after  so  becoming  entitled,  and 
that  every  person  whom  any  issue  female  of  Thomas 
CHlUbrand  or  John  Hawarden  should  marry,  if  such  issue 
female  should  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  be  so  entided, 
should,  within  one  year  next  after  such  marriage,  and,  if 
such  issue  female  should  not  be  so  entitled  at  the  time 
of  marriage,  but  should  afterwards,  during  her  marriage, 
become  so,  then  such  person  should  within  one  year 
next  after  her  becoming  so  entitled,  take  and  use  the 
surname  of  Fazakerley  only,  and  quarter  the  arms  of 
FazakerUy  with  his  own,  unless  the  person  so  becoming 
entitled  should  be  compelled^  under  forfeiture  of  his  or  her 
then  estates^  to  use  and  bear  some  other  name  and  arms ; 
and  that  such  person  should,  within  a  year  aflier  so 

becoming 
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becoming  entitled,  endeavour  to  obtain  an  act  of  paiv  ISS2. 
liament  or  licence  from  the  Crown,  or  use  other  proper  ^^^ 
means  for  taking  the  said  name ;  and  the  testator  de^  <^Btfifi 
dared  his  will,  that  in  case  of  default,  then,  from  and 
after  the  expiration  of  the  said  space  of  one  year,  the 
trust  estates  declared  for  the  benefit  of  him,  h^,  or 
them  so  neglecting  or  refusing  should  cease,  determine, 
and  become  utterly  void,  and  the  estates  go  to  the 
person  next  in  remainder  on  the  trusts  bdbre  declared^ 
as  if  the  person  so  neglecting,  &c.  being  tenant  for  lifi^ 
were  dead,  or,  being  tenant  in  tail  male,  or  in  tail,  were 
dead  without  issuer  freed  and  discharged  from  any  leases 
or  demises  made  before  such  determination  of  the  estate, 
pursuant  to  the  powers  after  mentioned*  Then  folr 
lowed  a  clause  to  prevent  the  determination  of  any  per- 
son's estate  by  the  last  proviso  from  prejudicing  the 
contingent  trusts  for  the  sons  or  daughters  of  such 
forfeiting  parties,  or  any  other  persons ;  and  to  direct 
the  applicadon  of  the  rents  and  profits  during  the  sus* 
pense  and  contingency  of  the  then  expectant  remainder. 
The  next  clause  gave  power  to  the  trustees,  if  at  any 
time  the  person  ^^^  the  time  being  entitled  to  the  pos* 
session^  or  to  the  rentSf  issues^  and  prq/ltSf**  of  the  mes* 
suages,  &c.,  therein-before  mentioned,  under  the  trusts 
of  the  will,  should  be  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  and 
unmarried,  to  receive  the  said  rents,  &c.,  and  apply  a 
competent  part  to  the  maintenance  and  education  of 
the  person  so  entitled,  and  to  invest  the  surplus  in  stock 
or  real  securities;  to  receive  and  lay  out  the  annual 
produce  of  such  stock,  &c.  at  compound  interest,  and 
at  the  end  of  the  minority  or  discoverture,  if  they 
should  think  proper,  to  convert  the  accumulations  into 
money,  and  mvest  the  same  in  the  purchase  of  free- 
S  N  4  hold 
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hold  estates,  &c.,  and  to  stand  seised  of  the  same  npon 
the  trusts,  &c.  declared  as  to  the  first-mentioned 
estates:  the  rents  and  produce  of  the  lands  so  pur- 
chased to  accumulate  in  the  same  manner  and  for  the 
same  trusts  and  purposes  as  were  mentioned  with 
respect  to  the  iiind  before  directed  to  be  accumulated. 
Then  came  a  proviso  as  follows :  — 

<*  Provided  always,  nevertheless,  and  I  do  hereby 
declare  my  will  and  mind  to  be,  that  in  case  and  so 
often  as  the  manorsy  landst  tenements^  and  hereditaments 
devised  by  the  mU  of  WiUiam  Gillibrand^  late  of  ChorUyt 
in  the  said  county  of  Lancaster^  esquire,  deceased,  to 
the  said  Thomas  GiUibrand  Jbr  an  estate  in  tail  mak^ 
shall  descend  to  or  devolve  ig)on  any  son  of  the  said 
Tlumas  GiUibrand^  or  any  heir  male  of  the  body  or 
respective  bodies  of  any  such  son  or  sons,  and  the  person 
upon  ishom  the  said  manors^  lands,  tenements,  and  here- 
ditaments shall  so  descend  or  devolve,  shall,  wader  the 
trusts  herein^iefbre  expressed  or  contained,  be  tenant  or 
tenants  in  tail  male  of  the  messuages,  lands,  tenements, 
rents,  and  other  hereditaments,  herein-before  by  me  devised, 
so  as  to  be  then  actually  in  possession  or  entitled  to  the  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  thereof,  and  there  shall  at  the  same 
time  be  any  other  son  of  the  sud  Thomas  QHUbrand, 
or  any  heir  male  of  the  body  of  any  such  other  son,  or 
any  legal  possibility  of  any  such  other  son,  then  and 
in  such  case,  and  so  often  as  the  same  shall  happen, 
the  estate  or  estates  hereby  declared  to  be  in  trust  for, 
or  for  the  benefit  of  any  such  other  person  or  persons 
who  shall  so  become  entitled  to  the  messuages,  lands, 
tenements,  rents,  and  other  hereditaments  devised  by 
'the  said  will  of  the  said  WiUiam  GiUibrand  as  aforesaid, 
shaU  absolutely  cease  and  determine,  and  then  and  in 

such 
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such  case,  and  so  often  as  the  same  shall  happen,  the        1882. 

messuages,   lands,  tenements,  rents,  and  other  here^  - 

ditaments  hereby  devised,  shall  immediately  thereupon        against 

Foiu)b 
be  in  trust  for  the  person  or  persons  who  would  be 

entitled  thereto  if  the  person  upon  whom  the  estates 
devised  by  the  will  of  the  said  William  GiUibrand  shall 
so  descend  or  devolve  as  aforesaid,  were  then  actually, 
dead,  and  there  was  a/ailure  of  issue  inheritable  under 
the  estate  in  tail  male  herein-before  devised  in  trust  for 
him  as  aforesaid,  save  and  except,  nevertheless,  and  so 
as  that  if,  at  the  time  of  such  descent  or  devolution, 
there  shall  neither  be  any  such  other  son,  nor  any  heir 
male  of  the  body  of  such  other  son,  the  cesser  or  de- 
termination   of   the  estate  so  directed  to  cease  and 
determine  shall,  during   such  vacancy,  be  suspended 
and  not  take  place." 

The  will  then  gave  power  to  the  trustees,  during 
life  estates  and   minorities,  to  cut  timber  and   apply 
the  proceeds  as   therein  mentioned;    powers  to  *Mhe 
person  or  persons  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  the 
receipt  of  the  rents,   issues,  and  profits,"  &c,  if  of 
full  age,  and  to  the  trustees  during  minorities  or  va- 
cancies, to  grant  certain  leases  for  seven,  or  building 
leases  for  ninety-nine  years :  and  a  power  to  the  trus- 
tees, at  the  request,  and  by  the  direction  of  the  person 
or  persons  who  for  the  time  being  should,  by  virtue  of 
or  under  any  of  the  trusts,  &c,  "be  entitled  to  the  actual 
possession,  or  to  the  receipt  of  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits "  of  the  said  messuages,  &c.,  if  of  full  age,  or 
if  not,  then  at  the  request  and  by  the  direction  of  such 
person's  guardian,  to  sell  and  exchange  the  said  here- 
ditaments and  premises  in  the   usual  manner.     The 
will  ended  with  a  disposition  of  the  personal  estate; 

the 
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ISSe.  the  residue^  if  any,  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of 
estates,  to  be  settled  to  the  same  uses  as  those  before 
devised.  If  the  personalty  should  be  insufficient  to  pay 
the  debts,  legacies,  and  other  expenses,  the  trustees  were 
to  apply  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estates  to  that 
purpose.  The  testator  added  several  codicils  (in  the  years 
1804,  1807,  1808,  1809,  1810,  and  1813),  changing 
the  trustees,  and  making  some  necessary  provisbns  in 
consequence  of  his  purchasing  new  estates,  8u%,  but  not 
materially  altering  his  will,  as  regards  the  present  case. 

In  June  1818,  Colonel  Fazakerley  died,  without 
having  altered  or  revoked  the  said  will  and  codicils, 
except  as  above.  His  cousin,  the  said  Thomas  GiOi^ 
brandy  was  his  heir  at  law.  Of  the  two  persons  who 
remained  co-trustees  with  the  defendant  Ford  at  the  tes- 
tator's death,  one  died,  and  the  other  renounced.  At  the 
time  of  the  testator's  death  the  said  J'homas  GUUbrand 
had  three  sons  and  three  daughters.  The  plainti^ 
Hefiry  Hawarden  FazakerUy  (then  GilUbrand},  was  his 
second  son. 

The  will  of  JViUiam  GilUbrand,  referred  to  in  that  of 
Colonel  Fazakerley^  bore  date  the  13th  oi  December  1 775, 
and  the  said  W.  G.  thereby  devised  his  manor-house  of 
Chorley  Holly  and  his  moiety  of  the  manor  or  lordship 
of  Chariest  and  all  other  his  real  estates  in  CAorlejf,  Adr 
tifigtanf  Blackrody  or  elsewhere  in  the  county  of  Ltm- 
caster^  to  trustees,  in  fee,  to  the  use  of  Thomas  Hawarden^ 
the  testator's  eldest  nephew,  for  life,  with  a  liroitatioii  to 
preserve  contingent  remainders;  remainder  to  the  use 
of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  body  of  the  said 
TTiamas  Hawarden  successively  in  tail  male.  The  will 
also  contained  a  clause  directing  Thomas  Hawarden^  and 
the  other  persons  who  might  come  into  possession  of 
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the  said  hereditaments  and  premises  under  ttiat  wQl,  to        18S2. 
assume  the  surname  and  arms  of  GiUibrand  only.  ""^^ 

FASAKIRLSf 

In  1780,  the  testator  William  QiUibrand  died,  and  avnut 
Tkomas  Hanoarden^  his  said  nephew,  who  took  the 
surname  of  Crittibrand^  entered  into  possession  of  the 
devised  estates.  He  died  in  1787;  and  thereupon  the 
plaintiff's  late  &ther,  the  said  Thomas  GiUibrand^  eldest 
son  of  the  said  Thomas  Haioarden  (afterwards  GiUibrand)^ 
became  tenant  in  tail  male  in  possession  of  the  said 
estates. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release^  dated  10th  and 
11th  o(  Atsgust  1801,  being  the  settlement  made  in  pur- 
suance of  articles  entered  into  (23d  of  March  1801}  pre- 
viously to  and  in  consideration  of  the  marriage  of  the  sud 
Thomas  GilUbrand,  the  plaintiff's  father,  and  MarceUa 
.  (then  MarceUa  Goold\  afterwards  his  wife,  and  by  a 
common  recovery  suffered  in  the  same  year,  the  heredi- 
taments and  premises  devised  by  the  will  of  the  said 
William  GiUibrand  were  discharged  from  the  estate  in 
tml  male  limited  by  the  said  will,  and  all  remainders  ex- 
pectant thereon,  and  limited  to  the  use  of  the  said 
Thomas  GiUibrand^  the  plaintiff's  father,  for  life;  re* 
mainder  to  the  use  of  trustees  to  support  cwtingent 
remainders;  remainder  to  the  use  and  intent  that  the 
said  MarceUa  GiUibrdhd^  in  case  she  should  survive  T  6., 
should  receive  an  annuity  of  500/.  during  her  life,  in  lieu 
of  dower,  with  the  usual  powers  and  remedies  for  re- 
covering the  same,  and,  subject  thereto^  to  the  use  of 
the  said  Samuel  Hawarden  Fazakerley  (the  first-named 
testator)  and  George  Gootd^  their  executors,  administra- 
tors, or  assigns,  for  a  term  of  five  hundred  years,  to  be 
computed  from  the  death  of  the  said  Thomas  GiUibrand^ 
upon  certam  trusts  for  better  securing  the  annuity,  and  for 
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1 832.  raising  provisions  for  younger  children,  to  the  amount,  in 
different  events,  of  6000L  8000/.  or  10,000/.;  remainder 
to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  said  Thomas 
GiUibrand  by  the  said  MarceUoj  successively  in  tail  male ; 
remainder  to  the  said  Thomas  GiUibrand^s  right  heirs. 
A  power  of  sale  and  exchange  was  given  to  the  triistees ; 
the  monies  received  on  such  sale  to  be  laid  out  in  lands, 
which,  as  well  as  lands  received  in  exchange,  were  to  be 
settled  to  the  uses  before  declared ;  and  the  monies  in 
the  mean  time  to  be  invested  on  security,  as  directed  by 
the  settlement.  Colonel  Fazakerleyj  the  first-named 
testator,  was  a  party  to,  and  executed  the  above  settle- 
ment. 

In  pursuance  of  the  last-mentioned  power,  several 
exchanges  and  sales  (the  particulars  of  which  the  case 
detailed)  took  place  in  the  years  from  1805  to  1828 
(the  greater  part  between  1805  and  1812),  and  upon 
such  exchanges  and  sales  the  newly  acquired  estates 
were  conveyed,  and  the  monies  invested,  according  to 
the  power. 

Thomas  GiUibrand  died  in  December  1828;  MarceUa^ 
his  widow,  was  stated  in  the  case  to  be  still  living. 
There  was  issue  of  their  marriage  four  sons  and  five 
daughters.  The  eldest  son  was  never  married,  and  died 
in  1816.  The  plaintiff  was  the  second  son,  and  the  de- 
fendant Hawarden  Thomas  GiUibrand  (now  FazakerUtf) 
the  third.  The  case  stated,  that  the  other  children  were 
living ;  that  the  plaintiff  became  of  age  in  May  1829,  that 
the  defendant  would  be  so  in  November  1832,  and  that 
three  of  the  daughters  were  of  age.  The  plaintiff 
within  a  year  after  the  death  of  Colonel  Fazakerley^  took 
the  name  and  arms  oi  Fazakerley.  In  August  1829,  he 
suffered  a  recovery  of  the  estates  devised  by  Colonel 

Fazakerlet/s 
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Fazakerle^s  will;  which  recovery  was,  by  previous  1832. 
deed,  limited  to  enure  to  such  uses  as  the  plaintiff  should 
by  deed  appoint,  and,  in  default  of  appointment,  to  the 
use  of  the  plaintifi^  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  The 
plaintiff,  on  attaining  his  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
entered  into,  and  has  since  continued  in,  possession  or 
receipt  of  the  rents  aind  profits  of  such  of  the  estates 
devised  by  Thamm  GUlibrafuTs  will  as  were  not  sold  or 
exchanged,  and  also  of  the  lands  purchased  or  received 
in  exchange  under  the  power  contained  in  the  above- 
mentioned  settlement  The  defendant,  Hawarden  Thomas 
Gillibrand,  took  the  name  and  arms  of  Fazakerley  in 
October  1829. 

The  question  directed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  (a)  to 
be  submitted  to  this  Court  was,  *<  whether,  under  the  will 
and  codicils  of  the  testator,  Samuel  Hawarden  Fazakerley^ 
the    plaintiff,    Henry  Hawarden  Fazakerley^    is    now 

(a)  The  cause  was  originally  heard  (in  June  1  SSI)  by  Sir  X.  ShodweU, 
Vice- Chancellor,  who  decreed  in  faTOur  of  the  plaintiff.  Hii  Honour 
(after  commenting  on  Tarious  parts  of  the  will  of  Colonel  FaMokgrieyt  and 
after  sUting  that  the  question  depended  mainly  on  the  meaning  to  be  put 
upon  the  word  "  deToWe  "  in  the  shifting  clause  of  that  will),  concluded 
his  judgment  as  follows :  — "  It  is,  I  think,  most  consistent  with  the 
general  words  used  by  the  testator,  to  give  them  a  general  meaning,  and 
not  to  say  that  the  party  has  had  the  estate  devolve  upon  him,  when,  itt 
fact,  he  has  become  entitled  to  the  estate  as  tenant  in  tail  in  possession, 
but  subject  to  a  charge.  I  must  construe  this  clause  in  the  same  way  aa 
if  the  GiUibrand  estate  had  been  charged  to  its  full  value,  that  is,  to  such 
an  amount  as  would  have  absolutely  destroyed  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of 
it.  The  testator  meant,  in  effect,  to  say  that,  if  the  party,  who  should  be 
tenant  in  tail  of  his  estate,  should  ever  have  the  full,  beneficial  ei\joyment 
of  the  GiUibrand  estate,  he  should  cease  to  have  the  Faxaierley  estate : 
but  my  opinion  is  that  that  event  has  not  happened,  and,  consequently, 
that  the  shifting  clause  has  not  taken  effect;"  Fazakertey  «•  Ford^ 
^Simons, 419.  (not  published  when  this  case  was  argued).  On  appeal* 
the  Lord  Chancellor  sent  the  present  case  to  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench. 
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189S.       entitled  in  possession  to  the  estates  thereby  respectiTely 

„ devised?'' 

^iffdmu  The  ease  was  argued  in  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench 

in  Michaelmas  Term  1832  (a). 

Sir  James  Scarlett  for  the  pUiinti£  The  question  is, 
whether  the  plaintiff,  who  takes  the  GiUibrand  estates 
under  the  settlement  of  1801,  as  the  second  son  of 
Hwmas  and  MarceUa  GiUibrandj  is  thereby  incapaci- 
tated from  holding  the  Faxakerleif  estates  nnder  the 
devise  in  Colonel  Faxakerlej/s  will,  to  the  use  of  the 
second  son  of  the  same  Thomas  GiUibrand^  The  daose 
in  that  will  relied  upon  as  creating  such  Incapacity  is 
the  proviso^  that  in  case  and  so  often  as  the  estates 
devised  by  William  GiUibrandj  of  Chorley^  to  the  said 
Thomas  GiUibrandj  <<  shall  descend  to  or  devolve  upon  " 
any  son  of  the  said  Thomas  GilUbrandj  and  the  person 
upon  whom  they  shall  so  descend  or  devolve  shall, 
under  the  trusts  contained  in  the  will  of  Colonel 
Taxakerley^  be  tenant  in  tail  male  of  the  estates  therein 
devised  by  him,  so  as  to  be  actually  in  possession,  or 
entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits,  and  there  shall  at  the 
same  time  be  any  other  son,  8cc.,  of  the  said  Thomas  Gil- 
Ubrandj  then  the  estates  left  in  trust,  under  the  will  of 
Colonel  Faxakerley^  for  the  person  who  shall  so  become 
entitled  to  the  estates  devised  by  WiUiam  GiUibrandj 
shall  absolutely  cease  and  determine,  and  the  trusts  of 
Colonel  Fazakerlei/s  will  shall  in  such  case  immediately 
tgke  effect  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  who  would  be 
entitled  if  the  party  to  whom  the  estates  of  WiUiam 
GiUibrand  shall  so  descend  or  devolve  were  then  actually 

{a)  Now.  ISth,  bcforv  Daman  C.  J.y  Avfo,  ZWiUM,  and  Atftewa  Ja. 
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dead  without  issue  inheritable.  That  clause,  after  an 
elaborate  argument  before  the  Vice-Chancellor,  was  held 
not  to  apply;  and  rightly.  That  the  will  of  Colonel  JRar- 
zaierley  is  drawn  with  much  skill  and  attention,  is  evident 
from  several  circumstances,  particularly  from  the  manner 
in  which  the  testator  guards  the  clause  requiring  the  name 
and  arms  of  Faxakerley  to  be  assumed,  by  the  proviso  in 
case  the  person  becoming  entitled  shall  be  compelled, 
under  forfeiture,  to  take  some  other  name  and  arms; 
and  again  from  the  careful  wording  of  the  clause  before 
referred  to,  by  which  the  trusts  of  the  will  are  shifted 
in  the  event  there  pointed  out,  and  are  declared  in  that 
case  to  be  for  the  person  or  persons  who  would  be 
entided,  if  the  forfeiting  party  **  were  then  actually 
dead,  and  there  was  a  failure  of  issue  inheritable  under 
the  estate  in  tail  male  herein-before  devised  in  trust  for 
him  as  aforesaid,"  &G.  But  it  is  also  apparent  that  the 
person  who  drew  this  will  had  before  him  the  will  of 
William  GiUibrand^  and  had  not  before  him  the  setde- 
ment  of  1801.  The  expressions  he  has  used  shew  that 
he  considered  the  descent  of  the  GiUibrand  estates  as 
governed  by  the  directions  and  conditions  contained 
in  William  GiUibrafuTs  will;  whereas  a  lawyer,  with 
the  setdement  of  1801  before  him,  would  have  known 
that  they  were  no  longer  applicable,  in  consequence  of 
the  recovery  by  which  that  settlement  was  carried  into 
effect  He  would  not  have  inserted  the  clause  of 
excuse  from  taking  the  name  and  arms  of  Fazakerley 
in  case  the  party  should  be  bound  to  take  another 
name  and  arms;  the  obligation  contemplated  being 
evidently  that  imposed  by  William  Gillibrand^s  will,  and 
annulled  by  the  recovery. 

A  clause  like  that  relied  upon  by  the  defendants  must 

be 
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1892.  be  construed  strictly  according  to  its  words«  Now,  after 
the  changes  introduced  by  the  settlement  of  1801 9  the 
GiUibrand  estate  could  not  descend  to  or  devolve  upon 
a  subsequent  taker,  in  the  form  in  which  it  was  left  by 
William  GiUibrand.  It  was  subjected  to  a  jointure  of 
500/.  a  year,  and  to  provisions  for  younger  children,  and 
the  settlement  had  given  a  power  of  exchange,  which 
was  afterwards  extensively  acted  upon.  The  defendants 
are  not  entitled  to  assmne  that  if  Colonel  Fazakeriq  had 
contemplated  these  changes  he  would  have  made  a  will 
bearing  the  construction  for  which  they  contend ;  nor 
does  this  will  import  an  intention  in  the  testator  that  the 
devised  estates  shall  go  over  if  the  GiUibrand  property 
should  come  to  the  devisee  encumbered  and  charged  as 
it  is  by  the  settlement  of  1801.  A  case  like  tfais^  upon 
which  there  is  no  direct  authority,  must  be  decided  upon 
general  principles,  and  the  best  principles  of  construc- 
tion in  such  cases  are  those  which  are  the  least  likely  to 
render  titles  uncertain.  The  courts  have,  indeed,  to 
accomplish  the  supposed  intentions  of  testators,  per- 
mitted words  of  devise  to  operate  in  various  modes, 
which  have  introduced  much  uncertainty;  but  it  may 
still  be  laid  down  as  a  safe  rule,  that  an  already  vested 
estate  shall  not  be  considered  as  divested  unless  the 
will  contain  express  words  to  that  effect.  This  was  the 
principle  acted  upon  by  the  majority  of  the  judges  in 
Driver  dem.  Frank  v.  Frank  (a),  a  case  in  which  conflict- 
ing opinions  were  held  both  in  the  Court  below  and  the 
Courtof  Error,  and  which  shews  how  differently  questions 
of  this  kind  present  themselves  to  different  minds.     If  it 

(o)   Z  M*  ^  S.  25.     &  C.   in   Error  in  the  Ezdiequer   Chmberj 
6  Price,  41.,  8  IB.  Moore,  519. 
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can  be  said,  here,  that  the  **  manors,  lands,  tenements,        18S^ 
and  hereditaments  devised  by  the  will  of  William  Gillie    _         .- 
band  **  may  still  be  said  to  devolve,  though  exchanged,  or        agOiut 
impaired  in  value,  what  limit  is  to  be  put  to  such  a  mode 
of  construction?     Suppose  Thomas  GiUibrand^  who  suf- 
fered the  recovery,  had  mortgaged  the  estate  to  the  full 
value  within  5002. ;  or  suppose  he  had  sold  it,  and  the 
second  son  had  bought  another  estate  with  the  money  $ 
would  the  shifting  clause  have  taken  effect  ?  The  defend- 
fendants  must  say  that  it  does  so,  to  whatever  extent 
the  property  may  have  been  diminished,  or  changed  in 
form,  even  if  it  were  reduced  to  a  single  acre.   They, 
indeed,  may  ask  on  the  other  hand,  whether,  if  the 
estate  had  been  diminished  only  by  one  acre,  the  clause 
would  have  become  inoperative.     But  the  only  safe 
course  is,  to  adopt  the  literal  construction  of  the  devise, 
and  to  treat  it  as  contemplating  strictly  the  whole  of  the 
estates  devised  by  William  GilUbrafuTs  will  according  to 
its  original  operation.    It  is  only  by  resorting  to  the 
settlement  of  1801,  that  a  different  construction  can  be 
authorized.     But  (as  has  already  been  argued)  the  will 
of  Colonel  Fazakerley  contains  internal  evidence  that 
the  person  who  drew  it  had  in  his  mind  the  will  of 
William  Gillibrandj  but  not  that  settlement     It  does 
not  follow,  because  Colonel  Fazakerley  executed  the 
settlement  as  a  trustee,  that  he  knew  or  remembered  its 
contents ;  nor,  even  assuming  that  to  have  been  so,  is  it 
to  be  supposed  that  he  knew  the  effect  subsequently 
produced  by  it  upon  the  estates.     His  will,  in  terms, 
refers  to  that  of  William  Gillibrandy  and  that  only ;  there 
is  no  ambiguity;  and  the  Court  cannot  go  into  parole 
evidence  to  shew  that  the  testator  had  in  contemplation 
a  settlement  to  which  the  will  makes  no  allusion.    It  is 
Vol.  L  so  not 
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1832.       not  likely  that  he  should  have  had  that  settlement  ia 

"  view ;  for  his  meaning  clearly  was  that  the  FazakerUjf 

''  oftainu       estates  should  go  over  if  the  party  entided  should  obtain 

an  equivalent  for  them  in  the  estates  devised  by  William 

GiUibrand.    But  the  eflfect  of  the  setdement  was,  that 

they  ceased  to  be  an  equivalent. 

Another  point  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  is,  that  at  the 
time  when  the  GiUibrand  estates  vested  in  him,  he  was 
not  *^  actually  in  possession  of  or  entitled  to  the  rents, 
issues,  and  profits"  of  the  estates  devised  by  Colond 
Fazakerlof^  for  he  was  a  minor;  and  by  Colonel  JHnsa- 
kerla^s  will  the  rents  and  profits,  during  such  minority, 
were  to  be  received  by  the  trustees,  who  were  to  apply 
them  in  part  to  the  minor's  maintenance,  and  invest  the 
residue  as  directed  by  the  will.  The  condition  of  the 
shifting  clause,  therefore,  did  not  attach.  The  danse  is 
one  which,  in  whatever  way  it  might  be  necessary  to 
apply  it,  must  receive  a  strict  construction.  For  ex- 
ample, if  the  plaintiff  had  come  into  possession  of  the 
•  GiUibrand  estates  at  any  time  during  the  life  of  Qdooel 
Fazakerley^  there  is  no  doubt  that  on  Colonel  Faxater^ 
laf%  death  he  might  have  taken  the  estates  now  in  ques- 
tion, because  it  could  not  be  said  that  he  was  in  pos- 
session of  or  entitled  to  those  when  the  GHUbramd 
estates  devolved  upon  hioi. 

FdUettj  contr&.  This  case  is  not  new  as  to  principle 
though  not  within  any  express  authority.  It  might 
have  been  better  if  shifting  clauses,  like  the  present,  had 
never  been  allowed  to  take  e&ct;  but  that  has  con* 
stantly  been  done  (where  no  rule  of  law  interfered)  in 
order  to  accomplish  the  intentions  of  testators;  and 
therefore  the  question  here  is,  what  the  testator  in- 
tended 
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tended  by  the  clause  in  question.     There  is  no  doubt       1882. 

that,   to  ascertain  that    point,    the   Court    may  look    ^  ' 

riiAKXRLxr 

at  the  situation  of  the  proper^,  that  of  the  families,  asmnat 
and  that  of  the  testator,  at  the  time  when  this  wilt 
was  made.  (He  then  recapitulated  the  principal  facts 
of  the  case.)  The  plaintiff  says  that  Colonel  Faza^ 
ierley  must  not  be  assumed  to  have  known  the  situation 
of  the  family  whose  interests  were  affected  by  the  set- 
tlement It  must,  however,  be  remembered  that  he 
was  not  only  an  executing  party  to  the  settlement,  but 
a  member  of  that  family ;  the  persons  in  whom  he  was 
interested,  and  who  were  the  objects  of  his  bounty, 
were  HaaHxrdenSj  and  not  of  the  family  of  GiUibrand: 
The  will  was  executed  in  1804,  but  he  continued  add- 
ing codicils  till  1813;  and  before  that  time  several 
of  the  children  were  born,  and  most  of  the  exchanges 
and  sales  had  been  made.  Such  being  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  clause  in  question  was  drawn,' 
what  effect  is  to  be  given  to  the  words?  It  is  said 
that  .to  render  this  clause  applicable,  there  must  be 
a  devolution  or  descent  of  the  GiUibrand  property,  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  and  limitations  of  William  GiUi-^  « 
brand^s  wilL  But  the  mention  of  his  will  is  not  made 
with  that  object  The  ffamer  of  the  clause  is  speaking 
of  estates  which  would  or  might  come  to  a  member  of 
the  Haxoarden  family  from  two  other  families,  the  Gil" 
librands  and  the  Fazakerleys ;  and  in  using  the  words 
"manors,  lands,  &c.  devised  by  the  will  o(  William 
GiUibrand^**  he  merely  describes  the  estate  by  the 
family  from  which  it  comes.  There  was  no  other  mode 
in  which  he  could  do  it  without  obscurity.  The  Vice- 
Chancellor  decided  this  case  upon  the  interpretation  of 
the  word  "  devolve,''  and  was  of  opinion  that  the  "  de* 
8  0  2                         vdution** 
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18S2.  solution''  spoken  of  meant  the  full  unincnnibered  pes* 
session  of  the  estate,  or  of  that  which  was  a  sabstitotion 
for  it  But  the  meaning  of  the  words  ^^  descend"  or 
«  devolve"  is  merely  that  if  they  come  according  to  the 
limitadon  in  tail  under  William  CHUibrand^s  will,  thqf 
will  descend ;  if  they  vest  in  any  other  way,  they  will 
devolve^  as  they  in  fiu;t  did  under  the  settlement. 
Then,  if  the  words  <<  devised  by  the  will  of  William 
Gittibrand**  be  merely  a  designation  of  the  property, 
the  whole  argument  for  the  plaintifi^  as  to  this  part  of 
the  case,  is  without  foundation.  It  is  said  that  a  clause 
of  this  kind  is  to  be  construed  strictly ;  and  that  is  true 
where  the  efiect  of  the  clause  is  to  create  a  forfeiture^  as 
in  the  case  of  not  taking  the  name  and  arm%  but  not  so 
where  the  object  is  to  prevent  estates  from  centering  in 
the  same  person.  Here  the  estates  devised  by  Wittiam 
Gillibrand*a  will  did  devolve,  according  to  the  true  sense 
of  that  word,  upon  the  plaintiff,  who,  from  the  time  of 
Col.  Fazakerlet^s  death,  was  tenant  in  tail  male  of  the 
premises  devised  by  the  will  of  the  latter,  so  as  to  be 
actually  in  possession,  or  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits ; 
and  there  was  at  that  time  another  son  of  T%ouua  Gil' 
Ubrand  mentioned  in  Col.  Fazakerletfs  will  entitled  to 
take  under  its  limitations,  viz.  the  defendant  Hawarden 
Thomas  Fazaherley*  {^Denman  C.  J.  Suppose  the 
estate  had  been  sold,  and  the  plaintiff  had  bought  it 
again  with  the  money :  should  you  call  that  a  devolu- 
tion?] That  case  is  not  ccmtemplated.  It  is  enough 
to  say  here,  that  the  word  ^  devolve"  means  only  the 
changing  of  title  from  one  person  to  another.  [Parke  J. 
Perhaps  you  would  confine  it  to  the  passing  of  the 
estate  in  a  prescribed  course  of  limitation.  Denman 
C.  J.   Not  extending  it  to  a  transfer  by  the  mere  act  of 

the 
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the  party  bimseli;  You  would  not  contaid  that  in  any  1888. 
possible  way  in  which  the  estate  could  come»  it  would 
be  a  devolution  ?]  It  is  not  necessary  to  say  so*  It  is 
urged  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  of  internal  evi* 
dence,  that  the  framer  of  Col.  Fazakerlejf^  will  had 
before  him  the  will  of  Wittiam  Gittibrand^  and  not  the 
settlement:  but  this  point  is  not  clear  enough,  even  as 
to  Gilliirand*s  will,  to  furnish  any  ground  of  argument; 
for  the  clause  in  CoL  FaxakerUjfn  will,  which  dispenses 
with  takmg  the  naroe^  refers  to  the  case  of  a  party 
being  obliged,  tmder  Jbrfeiiure^  to  take  another  name; 
but  in  GillibranePa  wiU,  which  is  supposed  to  be  there 
referred  to,  no  such  forfeiture  is  imposed.  The  defiuid- 
ants  ask  whether  the  divesdi^  clause  would  apply,  if 
the  estates  had  come  to  the  plaintiff  so  impaired  as  to 
be  of  little  Taluc?  It  would  be  sufficient  to  answer,  that 
that  case  has  not  arisen.  The  properly  b  in  the  same  con- 
dition, as  to  incumbrances,  and  the  power  to  charge^  as 
in  180i,  when  Col.  Fazaierk^s  will  was  made.  If  a 
shifting  clause  could  be  nullified  whenever  there  was 
power  to  create  a  chai^,  or  whenever  such  power  had 
been  in  any  d^ee  enforced,  such  dauses  would  scarcely 
ever  be  effectual. 

If  it  is  relied  upon,  as  an  argument  for  the  phuntifl^ 
that  Colonel  FaxakerUy  did  not  know  of  the  settlement 
in  1801,  the  fact  ought  to  be  proved  by  those  who 
wotdd  avail  themselves  of  it  He  knew  of  WUUam  GU* 
librafuTs  will ;  it  is  not  likely  that  he  should  have  been 
unacquainted  with  the  particulars  of  the  settlement. 
Those  who  drew  Ccdonel  Fazakerlej^s  will  with  so  much 
care  would  probably  not  be  uninformed  on  such  a  point. 
The  case  does  not  state  whether  Colonel  FasaieHey 
knew  or  did  not  know  the  eflRect  of  the  settlement;  bat 
SOS  he 
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18M.  he  was  a  par^  to  it,  and  the  presumption  is  that  he  had 
P  muuIbt  ^^^  knowledge :  the  contrary  is  to  be  proTed,  not  taken 
^amai  for  granted.  And,  independently  of  his  execution  of  the 
settlement,  it  is  always  to  be  presumed  that  a  testator, 
at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  knows  the  state  of  the 
proper^  to  which  its  provisions  relate.  Here  the  Court 
is  asked  to  presume  the  want  of  such  knowledge.  If 
Colonel  Fazaierley  had  altogether  left  out  the  worda 
rrferring  to  WiUiam  QiUibrand^n  will,  it  could  not  have 
been  denied  that  he  contemplated  the  proper^  as  it  was 
then  situated ;  and  the  words  in  question,  being  merely 
words  of  designation,  make  no  difference  in  this  respect 
[Denman  C.  J.  It  is  extraordinary,  if  Colonel  Faxa^ 
lerley  knew  the  effect  of  the  settlement,  that  it  should 
not  be  referred  to  in  his  will.]  A  shifting  clause  like  diis 
IS  understood  to  relate  to  the  property  as  it  stands  at 
the  time;  it  is  usual  to  insert  such  clauses  without  any 
reference  to  the  mode  in  which  the  property  shall  de- 
scend or  devolve.  And  here,  if  the  shiftbg  clause  is 
supposed  to  have  reference  merely  to  GiUibran^s  will, 
it  must  have  been  inoperative  from  the  first,  since  the 
estate  tail  limited  by  that  will  was  defeated  by  the  set- 
tlement. 

To  the  question, — whether,  if  the  whole  GSlibntnd 
property  except  one  acre  had  been  parted  with  under 
the  settlement,  the  plainti£^  taking  it  so  impured, 
would  still  forfeit  the  Fazakedey  estates? — it  maybe 
answered,  that  the  purchase  monies  would  be  a  part  of 
the  GittUfrand  estate,  and  would  go  to  the  uses  declared 
by  the  settlement;  and  therefore  the  difficulty  suggested 
does  not  arise.  [Parke  J.  That  depends  on  the  as- 
sumption that  Colonel  Fazakerley  was  acquainted  with 
the  settlement;  otherwise  it  could  not  be  said  that  he 

contem- 
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contemplated  such  purchase  money  when  speaking  of  1682. 
the  estates  devised  by  the  will  of  William  CUllibrantL] 
He  must  have  known  that  they  were  liable  to  be  so 
converted}  the  power  to  sell  having  been  acquired 
before  he  made  his  will,  by  the  settlement  to  which  he 
was  party. 

As  to  the  objection,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  the  rents  and  profits  within  the  words  of  the  shifting 
clause,  when  the  GiUibrand  property  devolved  upon 
him,  because  he  was  then  a  minor,  it  was  clearly  the 
intention  of  G)lonel  Fazakerleyj  that  if  the  party  upon 
whom  the  GiUibrand  property  devolved  was,  in  any 
sense,  in  possession  of  the  FazakerUy  estates  at  that 
time,  they  should  go  over.  The  strict  construction 
argued  for  on  the  other  side  is  neither  necessary  nor 
borne  out  by  the  context  On  Colonel  Fazakerlafs 
death,  the  plaintiff,  thougb  a  minor,  took  a  vested 
interest  under  his  will,  and  was  ^*  entitled  to  the  rents 
and  profits,"  though  not  to  the  full  rents,  which  were 
to  be  received  and  applied  by  the  trustees  as  directed 
by  the  wilL  The  very  clause  which  directs  that 
iqpplication  speaks  of  the  person  ^<  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session or  to  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits"  of  the 
FazakerUy  estates,  being  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years. 

But  the  real  question  is,  whether,  upon  the  other 
ground,  the  plaintiff  is  in  a  situation  to  which  the 
shifting  danse  applies.  The  principles  upon  which 
that  questi(Hi  must  be  determined  are  not  new.  In 
every  such  case,  as  it  is  laid  down  in  ^Pcfwdl  on 
DeoiseSf  p.  6.  (a),    <'the  courts  will  look  at  the  cir- 

(•)  3d  edit,  by  JbrmaM. 
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18S9.  camstanoes  uoder  which  the  de^iflor  makes  hk  iv3U  m 
th^  state  of  his  property,  of  his  fiunily,  and  the  like;** 
th^  will  collect  his  intention  from  these  circumstance^ 
and,  as  fiu:  as  possible,  give  it  effect.  Doe  dem.  Lang  ▼» 
<2«a9iiiigf(a)  is  the  ruling  case  on  that  point  The  in*- 
tention,  which  was  there  said  (b)  to  be  '<  the  pole-star 
for  the  direction  of  devises,''  is  clear  in  the  present  case, 
namely,  that  the  GiJUbrand  and  the  Fazaterky  estates 
shall  be  kept  distinct,  and  not  centre  in  the  same 
person:  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  words  used  to 
prevent  that  intention  from  being  accomplished. 

Sir  James  Scarlett^  in  reply.  It  is  not  neoessaiy  to 
IHresume  that  CoL  Fazakerley  did  not  know  the  eflfect  of 
the  settlement;  it  is  enough  that  there  appears  no  cer- 
tainty of  hb  having  referred  to  it  when  making  his 
will.  It  is  suggested  that  there  is  an  implied  reference 
to  the  setdement  in  the  use  of  the  word  *'  devolve^" 
But  the  GiUibrand  estates  might  <^ devolve"  as  well  as 
^^  descend  **  under  the  will.  During  the  continuance  of 
the  estate  tail  thereby  limited,  they  would  '*  descend ;"  on 
fiulure  of  heirs  in  tail,  they  would  ^'  devolve*"  It  b  said 
that  the  words  <<  devised  by  the  will  of  WUUam  GilU- 
Irand**  are  merely  a  designation  of  particular  property; 
but,  if  so,  they  cease  to  apply  when  the  property  is 
changed.  If  lands  were  devised  with  a  clause  of  for- 
fature  if  Arundel  Park  and  Castle  should  come  to  the 
devisee^  and  the  Park  and  Castle  were  severed,  and  the 
devisee  took  one  qnly,  the  condition  would  not  apply. 
It  is  answered,  that  in  this  case  the  purchase  monqr  is 
the  same  thing  as  the  land.    That  might  be  so  held  in 

(a)  S.9iirr.  lloa  {h)  P.  IIIS. 

equity; 
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eqaity ;  bnt  in  a  court  of  law,  and  in  a  question  on  the        18S2. 

construction  of  a  will,  it  cannot  be  so  consideredy  unless       ' ^ 

the  wUl  were  clearly  so  worded  as  to  make  the  money  againsi 
an  equivalent  for  the  land.  Suppose  the  whole  of  tha 
lands  had  been  sold,  could  it  then  be  said  that  the  ea* 
tates  devised  by  the  will  descended  to  or  devolved  upoiil 
the  devisee?  He  might  go  into  a  court  of  equity  and 
insist  upon  the  purchase  money  being  laid  out  according 
to  the  trusts  of  the  will ;  but  it  could  not  be  said  that  the 
words  of  the  will,  in  that  case,  still  took  effedt  as  a 
iefimtio  loci,  unless  it  be  held  that  such  words  admit  of 
an  unlimited  alteration  in  the  subject-matter.  As  to  the 
argument,  that  the  shifting  clause,  if  it  applied  only  to 
GillibrafUCs  will,  ^as  insufficient  from  the  moment  when 
it  was  drawn,  thelfe  is  nothing  so  extraordinary  in  th^t 
circumstance  as  to|  call  for  a  construction  which  is  not 
the  natural  one.  I  It  has  been  observed  that  the  will  of 
William  GiUibranji  contains  no  clause  of  ibrfeiture  ibr 
omitting  to  taky  the  name  and  arms  of  that  family, 
wliereas  the  framer  of  Col.  Fazakerle/s  will  appears  (o 
have  thought  that  such  forfeiture  was  imposed.  But 
it  might  be  a  question  whether,  upon  such  ooiission, 
the  estate  under  Gillibrand^s*  will  might  not  be  deter- 
mined, at  all  events  by  the  heir-at-law;  and,  if  the 
conveyancer  who  dreyr  Col.  Fazakerle^%  will  thought 
so,  he  might  not  unnaturally  insert  the  dause  as  it 
now  stands.  Supposing  Col.  Fazakerley  to  have  bo^n 
cognizant  of  the  settlement^  the  defendants  must  go 
farther,  end  say  that  he  contemplated  and  knew  of  all 
the  exchanges  and  alterations  of  the  property  which 
took  place  under  it:  otherwise,  as  soon  as  the  estate 
ceased  to  be  altogether  the  same,  by  a  change  in  any  of 
its  parts,  the  divesting  clause  would  no  longer  apply. 

It 
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16SS.       It  U  said  that  he  must  be  taken  to  have  known  the  sito- 
FAS4umur    '^^  ^^  ^^  family  affected   by  the  settlement;   bot 

mm»^  there  is  no  authority  for  presuming  that  a  testator, 
baTing  made  persons  the  objects  of  his  boun^,  therfr- 
fere  knows  the  circumstances  of  their  families.  There 
can  be  no  doubts  on  looking  at  the  whole  of  CoL 
Faxaterles^B  will,  that  the  will  of  fVmiam  GiUibrand,  and 
not  the  settlement,  was  in  contemplation ;  the  will  is 
manifestly  referred  to  in  the  shifting  clause  as  that  by 
which  the  party  forfeiting  under  the  danse  would  take; 
the  estates  are  spoken  of  as  devised  by  JViUiam  GUU* 
brand  <<  to  Thomas  GiUibrand  for  an  estate  in  tail  male:'* 
and  no  reference  is  made,  directly  or  otherwise,  to  the 
settlement  As  to  the  last  point,  it  is  true  thal^  in  the 
c|^nse  cited  on  the  other  side  from  Col.  Faxaierkjfs 
will,  it  does  appear  to  be  contemplated  that  a  minor 
may  be  the  person  '^  entitled  to  the  possession,  or  to  the 
rents,  issues,  and  profits"  of  the  Fazaterley  estates; 
but  the  diyesting  clause  is  more  emphatically  expressed, 
«nd  requires  the  person  to  be  tenant  in  tail  male^  && 
*'  so  as  to  be  then  actualU/  in  possession  or  entitled  to 
the  rents,  issues,  and  profits." 

Cur.  ado.  tmtt. 

The  following  certificates  were  afterwards  sent: — 

^<Thb  case  has  hwsa  argued  before  us  and  our  brother 
TawnUm  by  counsel;  and  upon  the  supposition  that, 
according  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
monies  produced  by  the  sale  of  settled  estates  under  a 
power  of  sale  and  exchange,  not  yet  actually  invested  in 
land,  are  yet  to  be  considered  as  actually  so  invested, 
we  are  of  opinion  that,  under  the  will  and  codicils  of 

the 
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the  testator  Samuel  Hawarden  FazaJcerletfy  the  plaintiflP  1899. 
Henry  Hawarden  Fazakerley  is  now  entitled  in  posses-  viTZn 
ston  to  the  estates  thereby  respectiyely  devised.  ^f^ 

«  T.  Denman. 

J.  Parke. 

J.  Patteson." 

^  This  case  has  been  argaed  before  my  Lord  Chief 
Justice  and  my  brothers  James  Parlce^  Patiesonf  and 
myself^  by  counsel;  and  upon  the  supposition  that, 
according  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
monies  produced  by  the  sale  of  settled  estates  under  a 
power  of  sale  and  exchange,  not  yet  actually  inyested  in 
land,  are  yet  to  be  considered  as  actually  so  inyested, 
I  am  of  opinion  that,  under  the  will  and  codicils  of 
the  testator  Samuel  Hawarden  Faxakerley^  the  plaintiff 
Henry  Hawarden  Fazakerley  is  not  now  entided  in  pos- 
session to  the  estates  thereby  respectiyely  devised. 

••  W.  E.  TAUHTOir.'' 


CASES  IK  THE  Thibd  ahd 


Shaw  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Batlet,  a 
Bankrupt,  against  Sir  Robert  John  Harvet, 
Knight. 

Introfcrbj       nPROVER  by  assignees,  for  timber  alleged  to  have 
*  '  been  the  bankrupt's  property  at  the  time  of  his 


whom  the  oKiM  bankruptcy.     The  cause,  coming  on  for  trial  before 


ftund^uittlie  Ix)rd  Tenterden  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  Middlesex 
Mb^hUbuk^  before  Michaelmas  term  1830,  was  referred  to  a  gentle- 
"'^'  !?^#       inan  of  the  bar  as  to  the  amount  of  damages ;  and  it 

on  bebmlfof  an  ^     ' 

nnnmmcd  priii»  ^^3  directed  that  he  should  distinguish  in  his  award 
ci|Ml(Uied«-  ^ 

fendant)  taken    the  value  of  the  timber  which  was  taken  possession 

in  eicbange  a 

quanUty  of  of  fflor^  than  two  months  before  the  commission  from 

deiWeMd  trm  that  which  was  taken  possession  of  within  two  months, 

Sat  be  had'at  ^^^  should  also  ascertain  in  the  same  manner  the  value 

j^frhTotheT  ^^  ^  Other  claims  which  the  plaintiffi  were  entitled 

timber  of  the  ^q  enforce  aiTainst  the  defendant,  arisini;  out  of  the  same 

lame  party  on  ^  •»  o 

hitownac-       transactions,  but  not  included  in  this  action.     The 

oount;  that  the 

timber  was  de.    arbitrator  haying  made  his  award  on  the  matters  re- 

livered  to  the 

bankrupt,  and  lay,  till  afler  the  bankruptcy,  on  a  common,  mixed  with  other  timber  of 
the  banknipt,  and  in  hii  actual  poatemion :  that  the  defendant,  aAer  the  bankruptcy,  hot 
more  than  two  months  before  the  commission  issued,  wrote  to  the  vendor,  stating  himself 
10  be  the  principal,  adopting  the  contract  as  to  the  goods  taken  in  exchange  (but  no  otlien), 
and  directing  that  the  bankrupt  should  not  be  suffered  to  take  them  ;  and  that  tlie  Tsodor 
accepted  him  as  purchaser  accordingly.  The  arbitrator  also  found,  that  before  the  com- 
menoement  of  the  two  months  the  defendant  had  required  the  bankrupt  to  deliver  the  timber 
belonging  ta  him  (the  defendant),  and  that  the  bankrupt  had  proposed  to  make  up  a  defi- 
ciency in  the  quantity  by  deli?cring  some  of  his  own  timber:  that  no  contract  of  sale  was  made 
as  to  the  latter,  nor  did  any  thing  further  pass  respecting  the  timber  till  within  two  moniha 
before  the  commission,  when  the  bankrupt  made  a  formal  delivery  to  the  defendant  of  part 
of  the  sold  and  part  of  the  exchanged  timber,  lying  on  the  common  as  above  mentioned ;  and 
that  the  whole  of  the  timber  belonging  to  the  ctefendant  was  in  the  order,  pooseasion,  and 
dispoaition  of  the  bankrupt,  with  the  consent  of  the  true  owner,  till  after  the  bankruptcy: 
Hdd,  (assuming  that  tlie  Court  could  review  the  arbitrator's  finding  as  to  the  above  fects), 

1.  That  he  was  warranted  in  finding  a  delivery  of  the  timber  to  the  bankrupt,  though  it 
was  not  shipped. 

S.  That  the  timber  remained  in  the  bankrupt's  apparent  powessionj  with  the  owner's 
consent,  up  to  the  time  of  the  above  delivery. 

8.  That  the  delivery  to  the  defendant,  of  the  timber  belonging  to  the  bankrupt  was  not 
referable  to  any  contract  protected  by  sect.  81.  of  the  bankrupt  set. 

ferred. 
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ferred,  with  a  special  finding  of  facts,  the  plaintifis        18S4. 
obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  postea  should       . 
not  be  delivered  to  them.    In  Hilary  term  18S4  {fju'      ,f8<*<"^ 
nuary  ISlh),  F.PoUocJc^  Kelty,  and  J.  H.  Lloyd  shewed 
cause  against  the  rule  (a),  which  was  supported  by  Sir 
James  Scarlett  and  FoUett.    The  facts  df  the  case  and 
the  principal  points  discussed  will  sufficiently  appear 
from  the  judgment,,  which  was  delivered  in  the  same 
term  {January  Slst)  by 

Dekman  C.  J.  This  was  an  action  brought  b^  the 
assignees  of  Biehard  Batley^  a  bankrupt,  against  the 
defendant,  to  recover  amongst  other  things  a  quantity 
of  timber.  On  reference  to  a  gentleman  of  the  bar, 
the  fects  stated  on  his  award  are  in  substance  as  fol- 
lows:— 

Bailey^  being  a  timber  merchant  at  Norwich^  in 
April  1827  purchased  a  large  quantity  of  growing 
timber  of  Mr.  Henley,  in  Norfolk,  in  his  own  name,  but 
in  reality  as 'agent  for  the  defendant,  who  was  a  banker 
in  Norwich,  and  who  furnished  the  money  to  pay  for 
the  whole:  that  agency,  however,  was  concealed  until 
the  month  of  May  1828.  Part  of  the  timber -so  pur- 
chased,  viz.,  350  loads  of  ash  timber,  was  sold  by 
Batley  in  his  own  name  tQ  one  Langton,  a  timber 
merchant  at  Southampton  and  London,  by  contract 
dated  the  19th  of  December  1827;  and  by  another 
contract  of  the  same  date,  Langton  sold  to  Batley  850 
loads  of  oak  timber  then  at  Southampton^  to  be  tielivered 
free  on  board ;  these  contracts  were  by  way  of  exchange. 
About  the  some  time  Batley  also  bought  of  Langton 
other  timber  for  money.     The  arbitrator   found  that 

(a)  Before  Dtngnn  C.  J«i  IMikdak,  Touiilom  ud  Potteum  Ju 

Larngtan 
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Idmg^  delivered  to  BatUy  all  the  timber  in  purmanee 
of  these  contracts  before  the  29th  of  March  1828,  end 
that  the  timber  delivered  under  each  contract  was 
lying,  up  to  that  time  and  long  afterwards  (until  the 
7th  and  9th  of  June  following),  on  Netley  Common  near 
Southamptonf  intermixed  with  and  undistingnishaUefrom 
other  timber  of  Bailetfs^  and  in  the  actual  possession  of 
Baihy.  We  have  been  pressed  to  decide  that  the 
arbitrator  was  not  warranted  in  this  finding,  because  it 
is  not  stated  in  what  mode  the  timber  was  delivered, 
and  because  it  was  obviously  not  delivered  according 
to  the  very  terms  of  the  contract,  which  were  *<free  on 
board  (a),"  whereas  this  timber  was  not  shipped  at  alL 
But  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  finding  of  the  arbitrator 
is  conclusive  as  to  the  fact ;  and  that  we  should  not  be 
justified,  from  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  timber  not 
having  been  shipped,  in  deciding  that  it  was  not  de- 
livered in  pursuance  of  the  contracts,  even  if  we  were 
at  liberty  to  enquire  whether  the  arbitrator  has  drawn 
a  right  conclusion  of  fact.  The  timber  being  so  in  the 
possession  of  Bailey^  and  clearly  by  the  consent  of  the 
true  owner,  Batley^  on  the  29th  of  March  1828,  com- 
mitted an  act  of  bankruptcy.  A  commission  of  bankrupt 
iraued  on  the  29th  of  July  1828.  It  is  clear,  there- 
fore, that  the  timber  would  pass  to  the  assignees  of 
Bailey  under  the  seventy-second  section  of  6  6. 4.  c.  16., 
unless  something  occurred  between  the  29th  of  March 


(a)  Thenote  signed  by  Langton  has  foUows:  —  <*  Sold  Mr.  Ekkard 
Salley  350  loads  of  good  oak  timber,  to  be  deliTered  free  on  board  at 
Sauikamplan,  at  4^  15«.  per  load  of  fifty  feet  caliper,  from  lixteen  to  tfairty- 
iiz  caliper  meaaure  in  each  traa;  to  be  meanired,  at  it  now  liea»  bj  Mr* 
JBMuf  and  Mr.  Langton*^  men  according  to  the  custom  of  the  trade. 
The  abore  transaction  in  exchange  for  ash  timber.— Deomi^tfr  19Ci^ 
1897.- 

and 


HA«ra¥. 


Fourth  Years  of  WILLIAM  IV.  98S 

and  the  29th  of  May  1828  (this  last  date  being  two  1854. 
calendar  months  before  the  issuing  of  the  commission),  — - 
which  would  operate  to  give  the  defendant,  the  real  j^gdmu^ 
owner,  the  benefit  of  the  eighty-first  section  of  6  G.  4. 
c.  16. 

The  award  finds  that  on  the  22d  of  JUoy  1828,  the 
defendant  pressed  Bailey  for  payment  of  hb  banking 
account,  and  for  delivery  of  the  timber  which  belonged 
to  him ;  that  BatUy  on  that  day  proposed  to  one  JBbitf, 
the  agent  of  the  defendant,  to  deliver  to  him  a  quanUty 
of  the  timber  lying  at  Soidhampton^  which  he  had 
bought  on  his  own  account,  in  order  to  make  up  a 
deficiency  in  the  timber  belonging  to  the  defendant, 
to  which  proposal  Blake  answered  that  he  must  consult 
the  defendant.  Nothing  was  done  on  this  proposal, 
nor  does  it  appear  whether  it  was  accepted  until  the  2d  of 
June  following.  On  the  same  22d  of  May^  the  defend- 
ant wrote  to  Langton^  informing  him  that  the  contract 
of  exchange,  though  in  Batlei^g  name,  was  in  reality 
entered  into  by  him  as  agent  for  the  defendant;  and 
Langtofif  by  letter  dated  the  2drd  of  May,  accepted 
the  defendant  as  principal.  On  the  24th  of  JUoy  the 
defendant  by  letter  directed  Langtan  not  to  su£Per 
Batley  to  take  the  timber  under  the  contract  of  ex- 
change, but  expressly  declined  the  contract  as  to  that 
which  was  purchased  for  money. 

On  the  7th  and  9th  of  June,  Blake,  as  agent  for  the 
defendant,  and  one  Bayley  as  agent  for  Batley,  met  on 
Netley  Common,  and  Bayley  marked  and  delivered  to 
Blake  a  large  quantity  of  timber  (being  the  timber 
now  in  question),  and  for  which  a  receipt  was  given  in 
the  following  terms :  —  *^  Received  of  Mr.  BiOfley  for 
B.  Batley  and  Co.,  timber  as  above  stated  for  Sir 
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1834*  B.  L  Harveyf  viz.  365  loads.  Southampton,  June  10. 
1828.  D.  Blake:'  The  award  finds  that  these  loads 
of  timber  consisted  partly  of  timber  under  tlie  contract 
of  exchange,  and  partly  of  timber  under  the  contract 
for  money,  but  that  the  particular  trees  applicable  to 
each  contract  could  not  be  distinguished,  and  that  all 
was  in  the  possession,  order,  and  disposition  of  BatUy 
up  to  the  loth  of  Jime s  and  that  so  much  of  it  as 
belonged  to  the  defendant  was  so  in  his  possession, 
order,  and  disposition,  by  the  consent  of  the  defendant, 
the  true  owner ;  and  further,  that  no  contract  of  sale 
as  to  so  much  of  that  timber  as  belonged  to  Bailey 
existed  prior  to  or  on  the  29th  of  May.  Perhaps, 
strictly  speaking,  these  also  are  conclusions  of  fiict  as 
to  which  the  Court  is  bound  by  the  finding  of  the 
Arbitrator;  but  assuming  that  it  is  otherwise,  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  arbitrator  is  warranted  in  the  con- 
clusions which  he  has  drawn. 

As  to^  the  timber  which  belonged  to  the  defendant,  it 
was  in  the  possession  of  Batley  by  the  consent  of  the 
defendant;  and  some  act  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
as  between  him  and  Batley,  was  necessary  in  order  to 
determine  that  possession  and  that  consent.  The  mere 
circumstance  of  acquainting  the  vendor  (who  had  long 
before  delivered  the  timber,  and  had  no  remaining  con- 
trol over  it,  though  he  might  be  liable  to  the  charges  of 
shipping  it)  that  Bailey  was  merely  agent,  is  not  such  an 
an  act ;  for  it  could  not  affect  Batlej/s  power  over  the 
timber  as  to  other  persons,  or  in  any  way  operate  as  a 
taking  possession  of  that  timber  by  the  defendant  (a) 

That 

(o)  On  thit  ptrt  of  the  caie,  Xd^,  ibr  Uw  defondants,  contendadp  tfait 
•fttr  the  puicbaie  of  the  timber  by  J?a<Ayt  LcmUbon,  who^  as  thej  iiiai»- 


Fourth  Years  of  WILLIAM  IV.  925 

That  it  did  not  so  operate,  and  was  not  intended  or        ISS^. 

supposed  so  to  operate,  is  apparent  from  the  subsequent 

formal  delivery,  and  the  receipt  which  was  given.   If 

then  the  possession,  order,  and  disposition  of  tbh  part 

of  the  timber  continued  in  Bailey^  with  the  consent  of 

the  defendant,  till  after  the  29th  of  May^  i.  e.  till  within 

two  months  of  the  issuing  of  the  commission,  it  is  plain 

that  nothing  has  occurred  to  give  the  defendant  the 

benefit  of  the  eighty-first  section  of  the  6  G.  4.  c.  16., 

or  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the  seventy-second  section 

of  that  Act,  whatever  might  have  been  the  construction 

of  those  sections  under  other  circumstances.     As  to  the 

timber  which  belonged  to  Bailey  himself,  it  is  sufficient  to 

say  that  no  contract  respecting  it  appears  to  have  existed 

on  or  before  the  29th  of  May^  to  which  the  subsequent 

delivery  on   the   10th  of  June  can  be   referred;  and, 

therefore,  the  eighty-first  section  of  the  act  does  not 

apply  to  that  timber.     A  small  quantity  of  twenty-two 


tuned,  had  not  ddiTCfed  it,  stood  in  s  limilar  situation  to  that  of  a 
wharfinger  or  other  intermediate  party  holding  goods,  of  which  a  transfer 
takes  place  while  they  are  in  his  hands ;  in  which  case  it  has  been  held, 
that  the  mere  fact  of  a  written  order  by  the  yendor  for  the  deliTcry  of  the 
goods  being  communicated  to  the  wharfinger,  and  assented  to  by  him 
(even  though  no  actual  transfer  be  made  in  his  books),  passes  the  property 
to  the  Tendee :  DeacotCt  Bankrupt  Law,  412.,  and  the  cases  there  cited 
(Xticoj  T.  Dwrient  7  Tauni,  878. ;  Barman  t.  Anderson,  2  Camp.  245. ; 
Sjpear  t.  TVoMrt,  4  Camp.  S51.) :  and  he  contended  that,  in  this  case, 
for  the  purpose  of  transferring  the  reputed  ownership  of  the  goods  from 
BatUy  to  the  defendant,  the  communication  made  by  the  latter  to  Langfton 
had  an  effect  analogous  to  that  of  the  communication  to  the  wharfinger  in 
the  cases  referred  to.  F-  PoUoekf  on  the  same  side,  dted  Smith  t.  T^ 
ping,  5  B.  f  Ad»  674.,  as  shewing  that  there  must  be  an  actual  consent 
of  the  true  owner,  down  to  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  to  constitute  a 
possession,  order,  and  disposition,  within  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  s>  72.  [Tatcit- 
ton  J.  There  the  owner  had  given  the  bankrupt  notice  of  his  dissent 
before  the  act  of  bankruptcy.] 

Vol,  I.  8  P  loads 
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1834.       loads  of  other  timber  is  mentioned  in  the  award,  as  to 
which  there  is  no  dispute. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
this  role  must  be  made  absolute  for  delivering  the 
postea  to  the  plaintiffs. 

Postea  to  the  plaintiffi. 


William  Thorpe  against  Etre. 

An  •cUon         'T'HIS  was  an  action  brought,  by  order  of  this  Court, 
p  of  Uind  made  under  the  Interpleader  Act,  1  &  2  FF.  4.  c.  58., 


Wdrn?b?^bis  to  try  two  issues;  first,  whether  certain  growing  crops, 
SSii^°l^  *'"*  taken  in  execution  on  a  judgment,  recovered  by  de&ult 
^^n* ^^     ^y  ^y^  (*®  present  defendant)  against  Edaxtrd  Thorpey 

tenant,  wm        yrexQ.  at  the  time  of  the  execution,  the  property  of  Ed- 
referred  to  en  ^  ...... 

aibitiator,  who   ^oiard  Thorve*  the  negative  of  which  issue  the  plundff 

wMtonywhei  /      .  ®  ,,         ,      ,         ,      .    , 

WM  to  be  done   was  to  maintam ;  secondly,  whether  the  judgment  so  re- 

^tbraipect^   covered  was  void  against  WiUiam  Thorpe  (the  present 

^•Ided'tha^*   plaintiff),  as  assignee  of  the  estate  and  effects  oTEdioard 

« te^ntRT  Thorpe,   under  the  Insolvent   Act,  the  affirmative  of 

the  tffiancy       ^hich  issue  the  plaintiff  was  to  maintain.     The  case 

•hould  ceaie  on  ^ 

the  ddiwy  of    ^^s  tried  before  Bolland  B.,  at  the  Aylesbury  Spring 

the  award,  end  ^  wr       .       o 

that  poMeatton    assizes,  1833.     The  facts  appeared  to  be  as  follows:  --* 

of  tbflkland 

■hould  be  de- 

liTered  up  to  the  owner  in  one  month  after. 

On  an  iMUOt  between  the  landlord  and  an  execution  creditor  of  the  tenant,  whether  the 
crops  on  the  land  at  a  certain  time  were  the  property  of  the  party  so  found  to  have  been 
tenant,  the  award  was  held  to  be  admissible  in  eridence  on  the  part  of  the  laodlord. 

Held  also,  that  the  award  did  not  of  itself  change  the  property. 

Held  furtiier,  that,  if  it  had  determined  the  tenancy,  the  tenant  would  not  have  been 
entitled  to  way-going  crops,  although  there  was  a  custom  of  the  country  that  the  tenant,  at 
the  regular  expiration  of  a  Lady-day  tenancy,  should  have  them,  and  although  thb  tenant 
com<renced  holding  on  Lady^ay. 

SewMe,  that  to  make  a  judgment  void  as  being  Toluntary  under  the  thirty-second  secdoa 
of  the  Insolvent  Act  (7  G.  4.  c.  ST.),  there  must  be  collusion  between  the  party  suffering  it 
and  the  creditor  recovering  it,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  the  latter  a  preference. 

At  any  rate  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  judgment  being  suffered  by  defnult,  does  not 
make  it  vmd  under  that  section,  if  there  be  a  bond  fide  debt. 

The 
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The  crops  were  upon  certain  lands,  the  property  of       1834. 

the  present  plaintiff,   which  Edward  T%orpe  had  oc-       

cupied  by  his  permission.  The  plaintiff  having  dis-  itvtmMt 
trained  upon  Edward  Thorpe,  the  latter  sued  him  in 
trespass.  The  plaintiff  justified,  for  rent  in  arrear,  and 
Edward  Thorpe  disputed  the  tenancy,  claiming  in  fact 
to  have  been  merely  the  plaintiff's  bailiff:  he  also  sued 
the  plaintiff  for  work  and  labour  as  his  bailiff.  The 
now  defendant.  Eyre,  was  attorney  for  Edward  Thorpe  in 
those  actions.  The  actions  were  referred,  by  order  of 
Nisi  Prius,  to  an  arbitrator,  who,  by  the  terms  of  the 
same  order,  was  also  to  say  what  was  to  be  done  by  the 
parties  with  respect  to  the  land.  On  the  1st  of  June 
1831  the  arbitrator  published  his  award,  whereby,  after 
disposing  of  the  two  actions,  and  finding  that  Edward 
Thorpe  was  tenant  to  the  present  plaintiff,  he  ordered 
that  the  tenancy  should  cease  on  the  delivery  of  the 
award;  and  that,  within  one  month  from  that  time, 
Edward  Thorpe  should  deliver  up  possession.  William 
Thorpe,  the  landlord  and  present  plaintiff,  took  pos- 
session on  the  4th  of  July  1831. 

The  present  defendant  Eyre  commenced  an  action  for 
work,  labour,  and  money  expended,  as  an  attorney, 
against  Edward  Thorpe,  on  the  4th  of  May  1881,  and 
judgment  by  default  (the  judgment  referred  to  in  the 
issue)  was  signed,  and  a  fi.  fa.  sued  out  in  the  course  of 
the  same  month  {Trinity  term,  1  ^.4.);  the  fi.  fa.  was 
delivered  to  the  sheriff  on  the  6th  of  June,  and  he  there- 
upon seized  the  crops  in  question  on  the  same  day. 

'On  the  2d  of  July  1831,  Edward  Thorpe  (who  in 

June  1831  had  been  rendered  in  execution  in  discharge 

of  his  bail  in  another  suit)  petitioned  the  Insolvent 

Debtors'  Court;  and  on  the  15th  of  September  1881, 

3P  2  he 
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18S4.        he  was  by  that  court  remanded  for  six  months,  and 
"  ordered  to  be  then  discharged.     On  the  2d  of  Jtiy^ 

QgMU  the  day  of  filing  the  petition,  Edward  Thorpe  assigned 
to  the  provisional  assignee;  WiUiam  Thorpe^  the  pre- 
sent plaintiff,  was  afterwards  appointed  assignee,  and 
the  provisional  assignee  assigned  to  him  on  the  6th  of 
OctOer  1831. 

On  the  trial  of  this  cause,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  pro- 
posing to  put  in  evidence  the  award  made  in  the  two 
actions  brought  by  Edward  Thorpe  against  the  present 
plaintiff,  the  defendant's  counsel  contended  that  the 
award,  being  between  the  two  Thorpes  only,  was  not 
evidence  as  against  Eyre^  the  present  defendant;  but 
the  learned  Judge  overruled  the  objection,  and  ad- 
.  mitted  the  evidence.  Evidence  was  given  for  the 
plaintiff,  to  shew  that  the  judgment  by  default  was 
voluntary  and  collusive  between  Eyre  and  Edward 
Thorpe.  The  defendant,  to  meet  the  evidence  of  collu- 
sion, proved  the  existence  of  the  debt  upon  which  the 
judgment  was  recovered.  He  also  proved  that  the  cus- 
tom of  the  country  was,  that  the  tenant  was  entitled  to 
way-going  crops  upon  the  regular  expiration  o^s,  Lady- 
day  tenancy,  and  that  Edward  Tkorpe^s  was  a  Lady-day 
tenancy.  The  learned  Judge  told  the  jury,  that  the 
award  determined  the  possession  from  the  time  of  the 
delivery  (a),  that  the  property  in  the  crops  passed  with 
the  land,  and  that  the  custom  of  the  country  did  not 
prevent  this.  He  also  directed  them  to  say,  whether 
the  judgment  was  voluntary  on  the  part  of  Edward 
Thorpe^  and  whether  there  was  collusion  between  him 
and  Eyre^  or  whether  the  proceeding  was  bon&  fide 

(a)  It  teems  to  haTe  been  assumed  by  both  parties  that  the  ddivery  of 
the  award  might  be  considered  as  uking  place  on  tlie  daj  of  the  date. 

hostile 
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hostile  between  the  two;  adding,  that  he  considered  1834. 
that  the  defendant  Eyre  had  proved  the  existence  of 
the  debt  on  which  the  judgment  was  recovered.  The 
jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  on  both  issues.  The  learned 
Judge  then  asked  them,  whether  they  considered  the 
judgment  to  be  collusive  and  fraudulent,  to  which  they 
answered  in  the  affirmative.  In  Easter  term  188S,  the 
defendant  obtained  a  rule,  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to 
shew  cause  why  a  new  trial  should  not  be  granted  on 
both  issues,  on  the  ground  of  the  admission  of  improper 
evidence,  and  of  misdirection,  and  also  on  the  ground 
of  the  verdict  being  against  evidence.  In  Hilary  term, 
1834,  January  2Sd, 

Biggs  Andreas  and  Gunnings  shewed  cause  (a). 
First,  as  to  the  collusiveness  of  the  judgment.  Edeoard 
Thorpi%  suffering  judgment  by  default  was  a  voluntary 
and  collusive  act,  even  at  common  law,  or  under  stat. 
IS  Eliz.  c,5.;  and,  if  so,  it  is  void  as  against  the  as- 
signees. It  is  also  void  by  the  Insolvent  Act,  7  G.  4. 
c.  57.  5.  32.  (b) ;   for  it  is  a   voluntary  making  over, 

within 

(a)  Before  Lord  Dentnan  C.  J.,  UnleJalef  Taunion,  aod  Patie$on  Js. 

(6)  VHiich  enacts,  Uiat  if  any  prisoner  who  shall  file  his  or  her  petition 
for  his  or  her  discharge  under  this  act,  shall,  before  or  after  his  or  her 
imprisonment,  being  in  insolvent  circumstances,  Toluntarily  conyey,  assign, 
transfer,  charge,  deliver  or  make  over  any  estate  real  or  personal,  secu- 
rity for  money,  bond,  bill,  note,  money,  property,  goods,  or  effects  what- 
soever, to  any  creditor  or  creditors,  or  to  any  person  or  persons  in  trust 
for,  or  to  or  for  the  use,  benefit  or  advantage  of  any  creditor  or  creditors, 
every  such  conveyance,  assignment,  transfer,  charge,  delivery  and  making 
over,  shall  be  deemed  and  is  hereby  declared  to  be  fraudulent  and  Toid,  as 
against  the  provisional  or  other  assignee  or  assignees  of  such  prisoner 
appointed  under  this  act:  Provided  always,  that  no  sueh  conveyanea, 
assignment,  transfer,  charge,  delivery  or  making  over,  shall  be  so  deemed 
fraudulent  and  void,  unless  made  within  three  months  before  the  com- 
mencement of  such  imprisonment,  or  with  the  view  or  intention  by  the 
3  P  3  party 
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1884.  within  three  months  of  the  arrest.  It  will  be  siid 
that  the  provisions  of  this  act  should  be  constnied 
strictly,  on  account  of  the  punishment  imposed  in 
s.  48.  (a);  but  that  section  and  s.  52.  are  not  co-exten- 
sive, as  to  the  acts  pointed  at.  And,  indeed,  statutes 
against  fraud,  though  penal,  are  to  receive  a  liberal 
construction:  Tayne^s  case.{b)  It  is  true  that  the 
statute  does  not  use  the  word  ^<  judgment;"  but  in 
Herbert  v.  ^ffear(c),  a  payment,  though  that  word 
does  not  occur,  was  held  to  be  within  s.  d£.  A  warrant 
of  attorney,  given  by  a  party  in  contemplation  of  taking 
the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  has  been  also  holden 
to  be  within  the  same  section :  Sharpe  v.  Thomas,  (d) 
There  was  quite  enough  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury ; 
and,  if  so,  the  direction  being  correct,  the  verdict  can- 
not be  disturbed.  [The  arguments  here  on  the  wdght 
of  the  evidence  are  omitted.]  Secondly,  as  to  the 
admissibility  of  the  award.     It  is,  in  the  first  place,  evi- 


party  bo  conTeying,  assigning,  transferring,  charging,  delivering,  or  making 
orer,  of  petitioning  the  said  Court  for  his  or  her  disdiaige  ftom  custody 
under  this  act 

(a)  By  which  it  is  enacted,  that  in  case  it  shall  appear  to  the  court,  &c. 

that  such  prisoner has  fraudulently,  with  intent  of  diminishing  the 

turn  to  be  divided  among  his  or  her  creditors,  or  of  giving  an  undue  prefer- 
ence to  any  of  the  said  creditors,  discharged  or  concealed  any  debt  due  to 
or  from  the  said  prisoner,  or  made  away  with,  charged,  mortgaged  or  con- 
cealed any  part  of  hii  or  her  property,  of  what  kind  soever,  either  before 
or  after  the  commencement  of  his  or  her  imprisonment,  then  it  shall  and 
may  be  lawful  for  the  said  court  &c.  to  adjudge  that  such  prisoner  shsll 
be  so  discharged  and  so  entitled  as  aforesaid,  so  soon  as  he  or  she  shall 
have  been  in  custody  at  the  suit  of  some  one  or  more  of  the  persons,  as 
to  whose  debts  and  claims  such  discharge  is  so  adjudicated,  for  such 
period  or  periods,  not  exceeding  three  years  in  the  whole,  as  the  sud 
court  &C.  shall  direct. 

(A)  3  Rep.  82.  a.  (c)  6  Bing.  203. 

(rf)  Q  JSing.  417.     S.  C.  4  K.  4-  P.  87. 

dence 
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dence  under  both  issues,  as  a  fact  shewing  in  what  cir-        18S4. 
cumstanced  Edward  Thorpe  was,  at,  and  just  previously        "7 
to,  the  time  of  the  judgment  by  default  at  the  suit  of       agmnu 

Etbb. 

El/re.  It  is  also  evidence  as  to  the  property,  just  as 
any  other  deed  would  be,  which  affected  to  deal  with 
the  land.  It  is  not  necessary,  to  make  such  an  instru- 
ment evidence  on  these  grounds,  that  both  the  parties 
to  the  particular,  action  should  be  parties  to  the  instru- 
ment Thirdly,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  award :  it  de- 
termined the  tenancy  from  the  delivery,  and  revested 
the  property  in  the  present  plaintiff.  It  will  be  argued 
that  an  award  is  not  a  surrender,  and  therefore  that  the 
property  was  not  changed ;  and  Hunter  v.  Bice  {a)  may 
be  cited.  In  that  case,  an  award  was  offered  by  the 
plaintiff  as  evidence  of  his  property  in  certain  hay;  and 
the  award  had  directed  that  the  hay  should  be  delivered 
up  to  the  plaintiff,  on  his  paying  a  certain  sum,  which 
sum  had  been  tendered  and  refused.  And  it  was  held, 
that  this  award  did  not  transfer  the  property.  But 
the  arbitrator,  there,  had  no  power  reserved  to  him 
of  saying  specifically  what  was  to  be  done  with  the 
hay;  and  Lord  EUenbarcugh  distinguished  between 
property  awarded  to  be  transferred,  and  property  ac- 
tually transferred  by  the  contract  of  the  owner  through 
the  medium  of  his  agent.  Now  here,  Edward  Thorpe 
by  his  own  act  had  conferred  upon  the  arbitrator  the 
full  controul ;  for  the  arbitrator  was  to  say  what  should 
be  done  with  respect  to  the  land.  Besides,  the  par^ 
who  was  to  deliver  possession,  in  Hunter  v.  Bice{a\ 
repudiated  the  award :  here,  Edward  Thorpe  has  let  the 
plaintiff  into  possession.    In  Doe  d.  Morris  v.  Bo8$er{b\ 

(a)  15  £<ui,  100.  (6)  3  Eati,  11. 

3  P  4  an 
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18S4.  an  action  of  ejectment  had  been  referred  to  arbitration, 
and  the  award  was  held  to  be  condusiTe  in  a  second 

ofiahMt  action  of  ejectment  between  the  same  parties  (a). 
[TavHton  J.  The  decision  was,  that  the  award  was 
condusiTe  as  to  the  rigAi»  Can  your  award  be  more 
than  executory  till  the  possession  is  actually  delivered 
up?  PaUesonJ.  The  effect  of  the  award  in  Doe  i. 
Morris  v.  Bosser  (6),  was,  that  the  land  had  alwajfs  beeti 
the  property  of  the  claimant.  Now  here,  so  far  as  the 
possession  during  the  term  is  concerned,  the  property 
was,  up  to  the  time  of  making  the  award,  found  to  be 
in  Edward  Thorpe.  Is  there  any  instance  in  which  an 
award  has  been  held  to  transfer  property?]  This 
award  expressly  determines  the  tenancy;  when  the 
tenancy  is  determined,  the  landlord's  property  vests 
in  possession.  ITauTiton  J.  Suppose  Edward  Thorpe 
had  mown  and  taken  the  hay  on  the  1st  of  June;  could 
the  plaintiff  have  brought  trover  ?]  At  all  events  the 
case  may  be  put  as  that  of  a  surrender  by  operation 
of  law  determining  the  tenancy.  In  Thomas  v.  Cook{€)t 
a  surrender  in  law  was  construed  to  arise  upon  a 
landlord's  accepting,  as  his  tenant,  a  party  whom  his 
lessee  had  let  into  possession  as  under-tenant,  the  first 
lessee  consenting,  though  nothing  passed  in  writing. 
Walls  y.  Atclieson{d)  was  a  similar  decision.  The  plaio- 
tiff  here  could  not  have  sued  Edisard  Thorpe  for  use 
and  occupation  after  the  delivery  of  the  award:  the 
whole  transaction  between  the  parties  ultimately  amounts 
to  a  surrender;  and  the  only  question  is  as  to  the 
date.     On  the  delivery  of  the  award  Edward  Thorpe 

(a)  See  Whiteheud  r.  Tattersail,  &nte,  491 ,  (6)  5  fan,  11. 

(r)  2  i7.  j*  Aid.  119.     And  see  R,  ▼.  Banbtay,  antd,  136. 
{d)  SBing,462. 

ceased 
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ceased  to  be  tenant,  and  became  bailiff.    Lastly,  as  to        1834. 

the  claim  of  emblements:  the  custom  shews  only  a  riirht        

to  the  crops  on  the  regular  expiration  of  the  tenancy  of^nnM 
at  Lady-day.  This  case  is  not  within  the  custom,  which 
would  not  have  given  emblements  to  Edward  Thorpe 
if  he  had  actually  surrendered  at  lady-^day.  Emble- 
ments are  given  only  where  the  tenancy  determines 
by  the  act  of  God,  or  of  a  third  person;  the  act  of 
a  third  person  means  only  the  act  of  one  over  whom 
the  party  has  no  control ;  and  the  rule  properly  applies 
where  the  loss  of  the  possession  could  not  be  fore* 
seen  or  guarded  against  Thus,  if  a  parson  let  land 
for  a  year  without  confirmation,  and  die  within  the 
year,  the  lessee  shall  have  emblements ;  but  if  the  par- 
son lose  his  benefice  by  misconduct,  he  himself  shall 
have  no  emblements.  [Tbun/on  J.  This  is  a  question 
of  way-going  crops  under  a  custom;  it  is  quite  a 
different  matter  from  emblements,  which  are  by  com- 
mon law :  Com.  Dig.  Biens.  G.  2.  Pattesofi  J.  It  might 
be  argued  that,  although  the  custom  might  not  in  itself 
give  the  crops  to  Edward  Thorpe^  yet  it  might  fiimish 
an  inference  that  the  arbitrator's  intention  (he  not  de- 
claring the  contrary)  was,  that  the  tenant  should  not 
lose  the  crops  to  which  he  would  have  been  entitled 
under  the  custom.] 

The  Defendant  in  person,  in  support  of  the  rule. 
First,  as  to  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge.  The 
jury  may  have  been  led  to  suppose  that  if  Edward 
Thorpe  did  not  resist  the  judgment,  it  was  voluntary  and 
collusive;  on  which  principle  every  judgment  by  de- 
fault would  be  collusive.  But  since  there  was  a  debt 
proved,  as  the  learned  Judge  himself  pointed  out,  the 
proceeding  to  recover  it  must  be  held  to  be  adverse. 

The 
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18S4.  The  doctrbe  of  fraudalent  preference  does  not  apply  to 
the  thirty-second  section  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  and  that 
section  is  inapplicable  in  all  cases  where  the  debtor  has 
been  simply  passive.  It  does  not  even  contain  the  pro- 
vision, which  is  found  in  the  Bankrupt  Act  (a),  as 
to  procuring  goods  to  be  taken  in  execution.  The 
safest  guide  in  doubtful  cases  is  the  wording  of  the  act: 
and  besides,  this  statute  may  be  considered  as  depriving 
the  subject  of  his  rights,  in  derogation  of  the  common 
law ;  and,  if  so,  it  should  be  construed  stricdy,  as  was 
admitted  by  Lord  Tcnterden  in  Cockbum  v.  Harvey  (&). 
At  common  law  the  debtor  might  have  given  a  warrant 
of  attorney  for  this  debt  The  judgment  cannot,  in 
itself,  be  considered  as  tantamount  to  a  transfer  by  the 
party  against  whom  it  is  recovered.  It  was  held  in  Sir 
Gerrard  Fleetmoofs  case  (c),  that  a  bon&  fide  sale  of 
chattels  is  good  after  judgment  and  before  execution. 
A  judgment  creditor  must,  take  out  execution  before 
he  is  entitled  to  redeem  a  mortgage;  ShirUy  v.  Watts (i): 
and  Angel  v.  Draper  (^),  and  Brace  v.  The  Duchess  of 
Marlborough  {g)  (second  point),  go  to  establish  a  similar 
principle,  namely,  that  the  court  will  not  treat  a  judg- 
ment, not  followed  by  execution,  as  a  conveyance  of 
the  property.  In  Doe  dem.  Wigan  v.  Jofies  {i),  it  was 
said,  that  a  judgment  was  not  an  act  done  by  the 
party  against  whom  it  was  recovered,  but  was  a  pro- 
ceeding in  invitum,  and  therefore  might  be  defeated 
by  the  subsequent  execution  of  a  previously  granted 
power,    though    the   party  executing   was   the   party 

(a)  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  t.  3.  (6)  9  B.  4^  Ad,  80a 

'(c)  8  -R^*  171.  a.     See  2  Aigcf.  Fen.  i  Pur,  ch.  vn.  ■.  4.  p.  199.  (9cfa 
ed.  1834.) 

{d)  3  Alk,  200.  (e)  1  Vttm,  399. 

{g)  2  P.  W.  491.  (A)    10  A  4-  C,  468. 

who 
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MS 


who  had  sii&red  the  judgment  Sharpe  v.  T%omas{a) 
does  not  militate  against  thb  principle,  for  there 
the  par^  had  not  been  merely  passive;  he  had  ex- 
ecuted a  warrant  of  attorney.  It  has  been  held  that 
a  transfer  made  under  apprehension  of  arrest  is  not 
voluntary  within  the  thirty-second  section  of  the  In* 
solvent  Act;  CorboiUdy.  Broadhurst  (b) :  and  that  case 
shews  that  the  word  **  voluntary"  is  to  be  interpreted 
as  in  the  Bankrupt  Act  Now,  under  the  Bankrupt 
Act,  it  is  held  that  a  fresh  consideration  prevents  a 
payment  from  being  voluntary:  HurttY.  Mortimer {c)^ 
Amell  V.  Bean,  [d)  But  here  the  debt,  which  was  esta- 
blished, was  in  the  nature  of  a  new  consideration  for 
the  judgment  [He  then  proceeded  to  argue  this  from 
the  facts.]  It  is  only  where  there  is  no  new  contract 
producing  the  transfer,  &c.,  that  the  intention  of  the 
bankrupt  is  material.  The  learned  Judge  ought  to  have 
defined  the  meaning  of  '*  voluntary ''  to  the  jury.  The 
merely  submitting  to  the  judgment  is  not  a  fraud 
within  Stat  IS  £/£s.  c.  5.i  Holbird  v.  Anderson  {e). 
[^Patteson  J.  No  doubt  a  man,  independently  of  the 
Bankrupt  and  Insolvent  Acts,  is  entitled  to  prefer  one 
creditor  to  another.] 

Secondly,  as  to  the  evidence.  Fraud  is  not  to  be 
presumed;  but  there  should  be  distinct  evidence  of 
fraudulent  intention,  as  was  laid  down  by  Burrough  J. 
in  Nook  V.  Jones  (g),  where  the  question  was  whether 
bankruptcy  had  been  contemplated.  [The  arguments 
upon  the  (acts  here  are  omitted.] 


iaS4w 


Tboets 
agamu 
Etbk. 


(a)  6  mns'  417.     5.  C.  4  M.  j;  P,  87. 
(c)  WB.i  a  44. 
(e)  ST.  ii.  235. 


(b)   1  ^f,  i  Rob.  189. 
(</)  8  Bing.  87. 
{g)  \2Moore,\\2. 

Then 
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1884.  Then  as  to  the  award.     A  stranger  <annot  be  es- 

topped  by  the  award ;  Bex  v.  Cheadle  ia\  Rex  v.  Cb^ 

tfoitift        ton  {b\     And  if  it  is  said  that  this  award  estops  the 

£tiii« 

present  defendant,  as  claiming  under  or  through  Edward 
Thorpe^  it  may  be  answered  that  all  estoppels  must  be 
certain  to  every  intent,  and  must  not  be  taken  by  argu- 
ment or  inference :  Co.  Lit.  352  6.  Neither  could  this 
award,  if  admissible  as  against  the  present  defendant, 
determine  the  tenancy;  Hunter  v.  Rice(c).  The  order 
of  nisi  prius  directed  the  arbitrator  to  say  what  was  to 
be  done  by  the  parties:  he  could  not  do  any  act  himself, 
such  as  the  determination  of  the  tenancy  would  be.  It 
has  been  denied  that  Edward  Thorpe  would  have  been 
liable  to  the  present  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  use  and 
occupation  after  the  delivery  of  the  award ;  but  in  fiict 
he  would  have  been  so  liable.  The  argument  on  the 
other  side,  would  make  him  liable  as  a  trespasser.  This 
award  cannot,  -as  has  been  argued,  operate  as  a  sur- 
render in  law ;  the  transaction  has  none  of  the  circum- 
stances essential  to  such  a  construction.  The  property, 
at  common  law,  would  have  been  bound  by  the  teste  of 
the  fi.  fa. :  Anonymous  Case^  in  Cro.  Eliz  {d).  The  Statute 
of  Frauds,  29  Car.  2.  c.  S.  s.  16.,  does  indeed  enact, 
that  the  property  shall  be  bound  only  from  the  time  of 
the  delivery  of  the  writ;  but,  by  the  preamble  to  die 
fifteenth  section,  it  appears  that  this  was  intended  merelj 
as  a  protection  to  bon&  fide  purchasers  for  valuable 

(a)  5B.i  Ad.  833.     -  [h)  3  Campb.  444. 

(c)  15  JBfiMi,  ICO. 

(d)  Cro.  EHm  174.  See  Uie  cues  cited  in  Payne  ▼.  Drew,  4  Satt,  593. ; 
and  note  (t)  to  WheatUyy.  Lane,  I  Saund.%\9f.  Sugden't  Vend,  i 
Pur.  ch.  ztI.  8.  4.  p.  198.  fStb  ed.  1834.) 

consider- 
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consideration,  which  the  present  plaintiff  can  scarcely        1884. 
be  said  to  be  by  virtue  of  the  award.     Now  the  writ 

Tfloftn 

was  tested  before  the  date  of  the  award.  At  any  rate,  a^mrat 
Edward  Thorpe  was  entitled  to  emblements,  for  he  can- 
not be  said  to  have  determined  the  tenancy  himself, 
according  to 'the  authorities;  Bulwer  v.  Btdwer{a); 
1  SoU.  Abr.  726.,  Emblements^  A.  pi.  7. ;  Daxns  v.  JSy- 
Um  (i).  It  is  very  improbable,  besides,  that  the  arbitra* ' 
tor  should  have  meant  to  deprive  Edward  Thorpe  of  the 
customary  way-going  crops,  to  which  he  would  have 
been  entitled  if  he  had  gone  out  regularly  at  Lady^day. 

Cur.  adv.  xmU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  delivered  judgment  in  the  same 
term,  January  27th,  as  follows :  — 

This  case,  which  was  tried  before  BoUand  B.  at  the 
assizes  for  Buckinghamshire,  arose  out  of  proceedings 
under  the  Interpleader  Act.  Tlie  Court  directed  two 
issues:  first,  whether  certain  growing  crops  taken  in 
execution  by  the  defendant  in  an  action  against  one 
Edward  Thorpe  were  his  property;  secondly,  whether 
the  judgment  and  execution  were  void  against  the  plain- 
tiff, as  assignee  of  Edward  TJiorpe  under  the  Insolvent 
Act  of  7  G.  4.  The  verdict  was  for  the  plaintiff  on 
both  issues,  finding  that  the  goods  did  not  belong  to 
Edward  Thorpe,  and  that  the  judgment  and  execution 
were  void  as  against  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant 
moved  for  a  new  trial,  complaining  that  the  verdict  was 
against  evidence  on  the  latter  issue,  and  that  an  award 
between  the  two  Thorpes  was  improperly  received  in 

(a)  ^B.^  AM.  470.  (6)  7  Bing.  154. 

evidence 
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1834.       evidence  against  this  defendant,  and  that  the  ▼erdict 
proceeded  on  a  misdirection  as  to  the  law  on  both. 

TRORn 

of^amat  Whether  the  property  belonged  to  the  plaintiff  or  to 

Edward  Thorpe^  mainly  depended  on  the  effect  to  be 
given  to  that  award  made  in  an  action  between  BAward 
Thorpe  and  the  plaintiff  Edward  Thorpe  had  hold  a 
iarm,  the  property  of  the  plainti^  as  a  Lady^ay  tenant, 
in  a  country  where  the  custom  of  way-going  crops 
prevailed  on  the  regular  expiration  of  a  Lady-drnf 
tenancy. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  the  award  was  admissible  in 
evidence ;  and  we  think  the  custom  had  no  operation  in 
the  case  of  a  tenancy  so  determined. 

The  award  made  on  the  1st  of  June  ordered  that 
Edward  Thorpes  tenancy  should  cease  at  the  delivery 
of  the  award,  but  that  he  should  give  up  the  farm  a 
month  after  that  period.  The  plaintiff  had  argued  at 
the  trial  that  the  property  was  changed  by  the  award, 
and  the  learned  Judge  appears  so  to  have  directed  the 
jury.  We  think  that  the  award  could  not  of  itself 
change  the  property. 

The  plaintiff  at  the  trial  endeavoured  to  maintain  his 
issue  that  the  judgment  was  void,  by  evidence  that  it 
was  voluntary  within  the  thirty-second  section  of  the 
Insolvent  Act.  But  as  that  section  speaks  only  of  acts 
done  by  the  debtor,  we  are  strongly  inclined  to  think 
that  it  cannot  apply  to  a  judgment,  without  clear  proof 
at  least  that  the  insolvent  had  acted  in  collusion  with 
the  creditor  in  h\s  obtaining  the  judgment,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  giving  him  a  preference  over  other  creditors; 
and  we  collect  from  the  defendant's  statement  that  the 
learned  Baron  so  instructed  the  jury ;  but  on  reading  bis 

report^ 
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report,  we  apprehend  that  the  jury  had  no  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  support  their  finding. 

We  therefore  think  it  desirable  that  both  these  issues 
should  be  submitted  to  another  jury. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 


END   OF  TRINITY  TERM,   VACATION,  ETa 
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ACCOUNT  STATED. 
Assumpsit  on.    AnumptU,  V. 

ACTION. 

What  new  cause  of,  in  counts  added 
under  Judge's  order.    Order  of  Judge,  1  • 

See  different  titles  of  Action. 


ADJOURNMENT. 
Of  Vestry,  when  it  may  be.   Vestry,  3. 

ADMINISTRATOR. 
See  Executor  and  Adminittrator, 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION. 

What  available  as,  in  ejectment.  Poe- 
sesiion, 

AFFIDAVIT. 
Eflect  of  erasure  in  jurat.    Erature, 

AGENT. 

1.  When  act  of  agent  abroad  transfers 
apparent  possession.    Bankrupt^  ii.  J. 

S.  When  letters  to  agent  are  evidence 
against  third  parties.    Bankrupt,  ii.  3. 

3.  What  evidence  fixes  a  corporation 
with  the  tortious  acts  of  iu  agent.  Cor- 
poration. 

Vol.  I. 


AGREEMENT. 

1.  What  joint,  and  what  several. 

By  a  memorandum  of  agreement  be- 
tween the  trustees  of  a  turnpiko-road  and 
N^  the  trustees  agreed  to  let,  and  N.  to 
take,  the  tolls  for  a  year,  at  a  certain 
rent ;  and  N.^  as  renter  of  the  tolls,  and 
D.,  as  his  surety,  severally  promised  the 
trustees  that  Jv.  should  pay  the  rent  at 
the  appointed  times,  and  perform  certain 
conditions  annexed  to  the  agreement: 
Held,  that  the  contract  was  several,  and 
not  joint,  and  that  the  trustees  could  not 
sue  the  parties  jointly  for  arrears  of  the 
rent.    Lee  v.  Nixon,  801. 

2.  Interpretation  of. 

A  debtor  gave  a  cognovit  for  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debt  by  instalmenu  of  5i., 
with  a  proviso,  that  on  default  made  in 
paying  any  instahnent,  judgment  might 
be  signed  and  execution  issue  for  the 
whole.  By  agreement  of  even  date  with 
the  co^ovit,  a  third  party  undertook 
that,  within  seven  days  after  any  notice 
^ven  to  him  for  that  purpose,  the  debtor 
should  attend  at  a  certain  place,  so  that, 
in  case  of  anv  of  the  instalments  not 
being  previously  discharged,  a  ca.  sa.,  to 
be  issued  on  the  judgment  to  be  entered 
up  on  the  cognovit,  might  be  duly  exe- 
cuted; and  in  default  of  the  debtor's 
appearing  at  the  time  and  place  stipu- 
lated, the  surety  undertook  to  pay  the 
debt  and  costs.  The  first  instalment  being 
unpaid,  and  notice  given,  the  debtor  ap- 
5  Q  peared 
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peared  at  the  proper  time  and  place,  but 
was  dismissed  on  promising  to  pay  the  SL 
in  a  few  days,  which  he  did : 

Held,  that  the  agreement  of  the  surety 
was  satisfied  by  his  having  once  rendered 
the  debtor  to  be  taken  in  execution  on 
the  cognovit ;  and  that  he  was  not  bound 
to  produce  him  again  upon  notice,  on 
default  as  to  a  subsequent  instalment. 
Turner  v.  Pyne,  34. 

5.  To  repair.  Landlord  and  Tenant,  1. 

4.  How  far  agreement  of  executor  de 
son  tort  binding  on  him.  Executor  and 
Admmttratory  4. 

5.  What  rescinds  contract.  Hiring,  3, 
AssumptU^  IV.,  1. 

6.  When  one  contract  arises  upon 
rescinding  another. 

Defendant  agreed  with  plaintifiT's  father 
to  receive  plaintiff  (who  was  a  minor) 
into  his  service  on  trial,  and  to  take  him 
as  apprentice  if  approved  of.  Plaintiff 
went  into  the  service,  and  worked  for 
defendant  nearly  two  years.  After  seve- 
ral applications  made  durine  that  time  by 
the  lather,  defendant  told  the  father  that 
plaintiff  should  serve  out  the  two  years, 
and  then  be  bound,  the  father  paying 
defendant  10/.  This  was  agreed  to;  but 
defendant  shortly  after  quarrelled  with 
plaintiff,  and  told  him  to  go  home  about 
nis  business.  Pluntiff  went  home ;  and 
on  the  father  applying  to  defendant  for 
an  explanation,  the  latter  told  him  to  go 
and  do  his  worst.  The  father  then  caused 
a  letter  to  be  written  to  defendant  by 
his  attorney,  requiring  him  either  to  take 
plaintiff  as  his  apprentice,  or  recompense 
nim  for  his  work;  but  no  satisfactory 
answer  was  given,  and  plaintiff,  by  his 
next  friend,  brought  an  action  to  recover 
compensation  for  his  services. 

The  Judge  put  it  to  the  jury,  on  these 
facts,  whether  or  not  the  defendant's 
conduct  was  such  as  warranted  the  father 
in  considering  the  contract  for  an  ap- 
prenticeship as  rescinded;  and  he  fur- 
ther stated,  that  if  they  thought  it  was, 
they  were  to  give  plaintiff  such  compens- 
ation for  his  work  as  they  thought  proper. 
The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
with  damages  by  way  of  compensation 
for  his  services ; 

Held,  that  the  direction  was  right, 
and  the  verdict  not  to  be  disturbed, 
Phillips  V.  Jones,  S5S. 

7.  Effect  of  bankruptcy  on  contract  of 
hiring,  Hiring.  3. 

8.  What  questions  may  be  put  respect- 


ing an  agreement  in  writing,  not  pro- 
duced. Evidence,  V.  4. 

AMENDMENT. 

I.  At  Nisi  Prius,  under  st.  3  &  4  fT.  4. 
C.42. 

I.  Declaration  stated  that  the  defend- 
ants, in  consideration  that  the  plaintiffi 
would  supply  E.  with  beer,  undertook 
and  promised  the  plaintifls  to  paif  tkeM 
the  amount  of  the  beer  so  supplied.  An- 
other count  stated  an  undertaking,  on  the 
same  consideration,  to  be  accountable  and 
to  pay,  &c.  The  proof  was,  that  the  de- 
fendants (by  letter)  undertook  to  guaran- 
tee  to  the  plaintifls  the  amount  supplied. 

Held,  that,  under  3  &4  Wa,  c.  42. «.  S3., 
the  Judge  at  Nisi  Prius  might  amend  the 
record  by  substituting  the  word  "  gua- 
rantee*' for  "  pay"  in  the  first  count. 
Hanbury  v.  EUa,  61. 

s.  Whether  to  be  discussed  in  bank. 
Ejectment,  2. 

3.  Of  particulars  of  demand,  ifffitfiiptr^, 

in. 

II.  Of  ca.  sa.  Arrest^  2. 

III.  Upon  error,  of  judgment  of  inferior 
court.     Certificate,    Inferior  Court^lL  \, 

IV.  Of  warrant  of  committal,  under 
St.  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  55.  Statute,  I.  55. 

ANCIENT  BUILDINGS. 
See  Case,  Action  on, 

ANCIENT  DEMESNE. 

Exemption  of  tenants  in  ancient  de- 
mesne from  tolls.     Toll,  3. 

ANNUITY. 

1.  When  presumed  to  be  usurious.  , 
Uiuri/. 

2.  When  it  shews  a  charge  on  a  bene- 
fice. Statute,  I.  2. 

5.  When  rateable  to  the  poor.  Poor, 
1.1. 

4.  When  annuitant  must  make  demand 
before  entry. 

Lands  were  devised  in  fee,  charged 
with  an  annuity;  and  power  was  given  to 
the  annuitant  to  distrain,  if  the  annuity 
were  in  arrear  for  twenty  days  afler  the 
day  of  payment,  being  lawfully  demanded  ; 
power  was  also  given,  if  it  should  be  in 
arrear  for  forty  days,  to  enter  and  enjoy 
the  lands,  and  to  take  the  profits,  until 
the  annuitant  should  be  thereby  paid  and 

latisfied 


ANNUITY. 

satisfied  all  the  arrears,  with  all  costs,  or 
until  the  person  entitled  to  immediate 
possession  should  pay  all  the  arrears  and 
costs :  Held,  that  upon  the  annuity  being 
forty  days  in  arrear,  the  annuitant  might 
bring  ejectment,  without  making  any  de- 
mand.   Doe  d.  Biau  v.  Honley^  766. 

APPARENT  OWNERSHIP. 

1.  By  bankrupt.  Bankrupt,  II. 

2.  By  insolvent  debtor.  Statute.  I.  27. 
(10. 

APPEAL. 

1.  Against  award  under  inclo'sure  act, 
when  to  be  made. 

An  inclosure  act  directed,  that  the 
commissioner  thereby  appointed  should 
by  his  award,  or  by  some  previous  writing 
to  be  annexed  thereto,  ascertain  the  quan- 
tity of  wheat  equal  to  the  annual  value  of 
the  tithes  in  the  parish  of  H^.,  and  should 
afterwards  determine  the  value  of  such 
wheat  in  money,  and  charge  and  appor- 
tion the  amount  on  the  lands  and  tene- 
ments in  IV.,  which  sum  was  to  be  paid 
'  to  the  rector  quarterly,  the  first  payment 
to  be  on  the  25th  of  March  next  after 
the  execution  of  the  award,  or  such  ear- 
lier day  as  the  commissioner  by  his  award 
or  by  such  previous  writing  should  ap- 
point ;  and  the  tithes  were  to  cease  from 
the  apportionment  of  such  rent,  or  at 
such  other  time  as  the  commissioner  by 
any  writing  should  appoint.  The  act  also 
directed,  that  if  any  person  should  think 
himself  aggrieved  by  any  thing  done  in 
pursuance  thereof,  he  might  appeal  to  the 
sessions  within  four  calendar  months  next 
after  the  cause  of  complaint  should  have 
arisen. 

The  commissioner,  by  writing  dated  .3d 
October  1852,  fixed  the  corn  rent  in  the 
proportions  stated  in  a  schedule  which 
was  annexed,  and  appointed  the  payments 
to  begin  from  25th  December  then  next, 
and  the  tithes  to  cease  from  29th  Septem- 
ber then  last  His  award  was  not  made 
till  January  1853.  The  rector  appealed 
at  the  Easter  sessions,  April  9th  1835,  on 
the  ground  that  his  equivalent  for  the 
tithes  was  assessed  too  low : 

Held,  that  the  previous  writing  of  the 
commissioner  was  operative  before  the 
making  of  the  award ;  that  the  cause  of 
complaint  arose  on  the  execution  of  such 
writing,  and,  therefore,  that  the  appeal 
was  too  late.  The  King  v.  Nockolds,  245. 
See  Notice,  3. 
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2.  How  far  right  of  appeal  against  poor 
rate  supersedes  replevin  for  distress  for  the 
rate.  Distress,  3. 

3.  Mandamus  to  quarter  sessions  to 
hear  appeal. 

Where  the  quarter  sessions  have  dis- 
missed an  appeal  upon  a  point  of  practice, 
subject  to  a  case,  whicn  the  applicants 
for  the  case  have  not  brought  up,  this 
Court  will  not,  at  their  instance,  grant  a 
mandamus  to  enter  continuances  and  hear 
the  appeal.  The  King  v.  The  Justices  of 
the  West  Riding  (  Wamisworth  v.  Doncas- 
ter),  606. 

4.  Appeal  against  decree  in  chancery. 
Defendant  gave  a  cognovit,  not  to  be 

enforced  «  until  after  the  final  hearing  of 
a  chancery  suit  instituted  by  the  defendant 
against  the  plaintiff*,  and  the  final  decree 
or  order  to  be  pronounced  thereon :"  and 
in  the  event  of  the  decree  being  in  favour 
of  plaintifi*,  judgment  was  to  be  entered 
up  in  accordance  with  the  decree,  and  de- 
fendant was  not  to  impede  the  judgment 
by  proceedings  at  law  or  equity,  except  as 
aforesaid.  The  decree  having  been  given 
in  favour  of  plaintiff,  defendant  appealed : 
Held,  that  judgment  could  not  be  entered 
up  on  the  cognovit  till  the  appeal  was  de- 
termined.    Jones  V.  Reynolds,  384. 

APPOINTMENT. 

1.  What  is  execution  of  power  of  ap- 
pointment.    Power,  1.     Copyhold,  1. 

i.  Limitation  of  uses  of  surrender  of 
copyhold  to  appointment.     Copyhold^  1 . 

APPRENTICE. 

1.  Settlement  by  apprenticeship.  Poor, 

2.  Effect  of  rescinding  contract  of  ap- 
prenticeship.   Agreement,  6. 

APPURTENANT. 
When  free  warren  shall  be.    Warren. 

ARBITRATOR, 

1.  When  directors  of  savings  bank 
must  appoint  arbitrator.  Savings  Bank^ 
1,  2. 

2.  Effect  of  award. 

An  action  between  the  owner  of  land 
and  a  party  holding  by  his  permission, 
but  chiiming  to  hold  as  baili£^and  not  as 
tenant,  was  referred  to  an  arbitrator, 
who  was  to  say  what  was  to  be  done 
3Q  2  by 
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ASSUMPSIT,  I.  II. 


bv  the  parties  with  respect  to  the  land. 
He  awarded  that  the  holding  was  as 
tenant,  that  the  tenancy  should  cease  on 
the  delivery  of  the  award,  and  that  pos- 
session of  the  land  should  be  delivered 
up  to  the  owner  in  one  month  after. 

On  an  issue  between  the  landlord 
and  an  execution  creditor  of  the  tenant, 
whether  the  crops  on  the  land  at  a  cer- 
tain time  were  the  property  of  the  party 
so  found  to  have  been  tenant,  the  award 
was  held  to  be  admissible  in  evidence  on 
the  part  of  the  landlord. 

Held  also,  that  the  award  did  not  of 
itself  change  the  property : 

Held  further,  that  if  it  had  deter* 
mined  the  tenancy,  the  tenant  would 
not  have  been  entitled  to  way-going 
crops,  although  there  was  a  custom  of 
the  country  that  the  tenant,  at  the  re- 
gular expiration  of  a  Lady^day  tenancy, 
should  have  them,  and  although  the  te- 
nant commenced  holding  on  Lady'diiy, 
Thorpe  v.  Eyre^  926. 

J.  How  far  award  evidence  in  subse- 
quent proceedings.    Ante^  3.    Pott,  4. 

4.  How  far  award  conclusive  as  to  da- 
mages, when  action  is  not  on  the  award. 

Covenantor  and  covenantee  submitted 
the  amount  of  damages  accruing  from  a 
breach  of  covenant,  to  an  arbitrator: 
Held,  that  in  an  action  on  the  covenant, 
the  arbitrator's  award  was  conclusive  as  to 
the  amount  of  damages,  unless  the  award 
itself  could  be  impeached.  Whitehead  v. 
Tattertall^  491. 

ARREST. 

1.  Consequence  of  irregularity  after 
arrest. 

Where  plaintiff  arrests  defendant  on  a 
capias  in  an  action  on  promises,  and  de- 
clares in  covenant,  the  Court,  since  the 
act  2  W,  4.  c.  39.,  will  set  aside  the  de- 
claration, but  will  not  discharge  the 
bail.     Ward  v.  Tummm,  619. 

2.  Discharge  from  arrest  for  variance 
between  Judgment  and  process. 

Plaintiff  having  recovered  53/.,  arrested 
the  defendant  on  a  ca.  sa.  for  34/.  The 
Court  refused  to  discharge  the  defendant 
out  of  custody,  and  allowed  the  process 
to  be  amended  by  inserting  the  true  sum, 
it  not  being  shewn  that  the  variance  was 
intentional,  or  that  the  defendant  was 
damnified.     M'Cormack  v.  Melton,  331. 

3.  Discharge  from  arrest  for  variance 
between  capias  and  copy. 


The  copy  of  a  capias  delivered  to  a 
party  arrested,  under  2  fF.4.  c.39.  #.4., 
IS  insufficient,  if  any  word  be  so  written 
as  to  vary  from  the  original  in  sense  or 
sound. 

As  if  Middesex  be  written  for  Middle^ 
sex,    Hodgkkuon  v.  Hodgkhuon^  533, 

4.  Discharge  from  arrest  under  stat. 
48  G.  3.  c.  123.     Statute,  I.  15. 

5.  Privilege  from  arrest 

A  defendant  who  has  been  in  custody 
on  a  charge  of  felony,  and  is  acquitted 
and  dischar^d,  is  not  privileged  from 
arrest  on  his  return  home:  and  the 
Court  will  not  relieve  him  from  such  ar- 
rest, if  it  does  not  appear  that  his  ap- 
prehension on  the  criminal  charge  was  a 
contrivance  to  get  him  into  custody  on 
the  civil  suit.     Goodwin  v.  Lordotic  378. 

ARREST  OF  JUDGMENT. 
See  Judgment^  1. 

ASSAULT. 

Discharge  of  person  in  execution  for 
damages  in  action  of  assault.  Statute^  1. 1 5. 

ASSIGNEE. 

1.  Of  bankrupt.    Bankrupt. 

2.  Of  insolvent  debtor.    Statute,!.  27. 

3.  Of  copyright  of  dramatic  pieces,  who 
shall  be.     Statute,  I.  33. 

4.  Of  reversion,  when  liable  for  noi- 
sance.    Nuisance,  1. 


ASSIGNMENT. 

1.  What  assignment  is  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy.    Bankrupt,  I. 

2.  What  assignment  destroys  reputed 
ownership  of  bankrupt.  Bankrupt,  11. 
1,  2,  3.  4. 

3.  What  assignment  destroys  reputed 
ownership  of  insolvent  debtor.  Statute,  I . 
27.(1). 


ASSUMPSIT. 


Over* 


I.  What  shall  raise  assumpsit. 
seer,  2. 

II.  What  a  good  consideration. 
Where  an  action  has  been  commenced 

for  an  unliquidated  demand,  payment  by 
the  defendant  of  an  agreed  sum  in  dis- 
charge of  such  demand,  is  a  good  con- 
sideration. 


ASSUMPSIT,  III.  IV. 
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sideration  for  a  promise  by  the  plaintiff 
to  stay  proceedings  and  pay  his  own 
costs. 

And  per  LUtiedale  J,,  even  in  the  case 
of  a  liquidated  demand,  the  same  pro- 
mise made  in  consideration  of  the  pay- 
ment of  such  demand,  may  be  enforced 
in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  where  the 
agreement  has  been  such  that  the  Court 
would  stay  proceedings  if  the  plaintiff 
attempted  to  go  on.  WUkmson  v. 
Byers^  106. 

III.  Goods  sold. 

Plaintiff  declared  for  goods  sold  and 
on  an  account  stated.  The  particular 
delivered  with  the  declaration  was,  "  to 
a  beast  sold  and  delivered,  13/.  10«."  The 
only  evidence  was,  that  the  plaintiff  ad- 
mitted in  conversation  with  a  third  per- 
son, not  shewn  to  be  an  agent  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  be  owed  the  latter  13/.  \Ot.i 

Held,  that  this  was  no  evidence  of  an 
account  stated;  and  that  it  was  not 
evidence  on  the  count  for  goods  sold,  as 
it  was  not  shewn  to  be  applicable  to  the 
particular. 

Leave  was  given  to  the  plaintiff  to 
amend  his  particular,  and  go  to  a  new 
trial  on  payment  of  costs.  Breckon  v. 
Smith,  488. 

IV.  Money  had  and  received. 

1.  To  recover  money  paid  on  misre- 
presentation. 

If  a  party  be  induced  to  purchase  an 
article  by  fraudulent  misrepresentations 
of  the  seller  respecting  it,  and,  after  dis- 
covering the  fraud,  continue  to  deal  with 
the  article  as  his  own,  he  cannot  recover 
back  the  money  from  the  seller. 

Per  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Littledale  J., 
and  Patteson  J.,  the  right  to  repudiate 
the  contract  is  not  afterwards  revived  by 
the  discovery  of  another  incident  in  the 
same  fraud.     Campbell  v.  Flemings  40. 

2.  On  a  transaction  between  defend- 
ant and  a  third  party. 

The  plaintiff,  an  attorney,  agreed,  for 
a  certain  consideration,  to  convey  to  the 
defendant  an  estate  (which  the  latter  had 
purchased  upon  the  terms  that  the  vendor 
and  vendee  should  pay  for  the  convey- 
ance in  equal  proportions),  and  the  plain- 
tiff also  agreed  that  if  the  vendor  objected 
to  pay  any  expenses,  he,  the  plaintiff, 
would  not  apply  to  the  defendant  for  any 
further  remuneration.  The  conveyance 
was  made  by  the  plaintiff.  Hie  defendant 
agreed  with  the  vendor,  that  if  the  ven- 
dor would  pay  the  whole  expense  of 


another  transaction  between  himself  and 
the  defendant,  he,  the  vendor,  should 
not  pay  any  of  the  expenses  of  the  above 
conveyance:  Held,  that  so  much  of 
those  expenses  as  the  defendant  (as  be- 
tween himself  and  the  vendor^  had  been 
allowed  to  set  off  against  his  share  of 
liability  on  the  other  transaction,  was 
money  had  and  received  to  the  plaintiff's 
use,  and  might  be  recovered  by  him,  be- 
sides the  consideration  originally  agreed 
upon  for  making  the  conveyance.  Noy 
V.  Reynoldt^  159. 
V.  Account  stated.  Anfh,  III. 
See  Agreement, 

ATTESTATION. 
Evidence^  HI. 

ATTORNEY. 

1.  Confidential  communication  to. 
Evidence,  I. 

2.  What  attorney  may  include  in  his 
bill  of  costs. 

A  party  attached  for  contempt  in  an 
ecclesiastical  court,  employed  a  common 
law  attorney  to  procure  his  discharge. 
At  the  time  of  doing  so,  he  ascertained, 
in  company  with  the  attorney,  what 
the  costs  in  the  ecclesiastical  court  would 
probablv  amoi)nt  to,  and  authorised  him 
to  employ  a  proctor,  and  to  pay  what 
might  be  necessary.  The  attorney  em- 
ployed a  proctor,  who  did  the  business' 
required,  and  settled  with  the  adverse 
proctor,  whose  charges,  on  that  occasion, 
were  objected  to  and  reduced.  The  at- 
torney paid  the  bill  of  the  proctor  re- 
tained by  him,  having  first  examined  the 
charges  and  had  them  inspected  (though 
not  regularly  taxed)  by  the  taxing  officer 
of  the  ecclesiastical  court,  who  thought 
them  reasonable.  He  afterwards  delivered 
his  own  bill  to  the  client,  containing  items 
amounting  to  9/.  for  his  own  charges,  and 
1 4/.  for  the  proctor's  and  other  charges 
in  the  ecclesiastical  court*  The  Master 
taxed  off  2/.  from  the  former  items,  but 
declined  taxing  the  latter";  and  he  in- 
cluded the  whole  in  his  allocatur : 

Held,  first,  that  the  costs  in  the  eccle- 
siastical court  were  properly  included  in 
the  bill  as  disbursements  by  the  attorney; 
secondly,  that,  under  the  circumstances, 
it  was  not  necessary  to  refer  them  back 
to  the  Master  for  taxation.  Franklin  v. 
Feathefiionhaughf  475. 

3  Q  3  3.  What 
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3.  What  costs  must  be  taxed.  Antl^i; 
Statute,  L  11. 

4.  Costs  of  taxation  on  attorney's 
bill.     StatuU,lA\, 

5.  When  attorney  will  be  struck  off 
roll. 

In  affidavits  filed  to  support  an  appli- 
cation to  strike  an  attorney  off  the  roll 
for  suffering  an  unprofessional  person  to 
carry  on  business  for  him  as  his  clerk, 
contrary  to  22  G.  2.  c.  46.  <.  U.,  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  state  facts  from  which  the 
Court  may  infer  that  the  parties  shared 
the  profits;  the  prosecutors  must  state 
their  belief  that  such  was  the  case,  unless 
the  facts  are  such  as  cannot  lead  to  any 
other  conclusion. 

The  mere  fact  of  the  attorney  having 
employed  an  unprofessional  person  to 
carry  on  business  for  him  as  his  clerk,  at  a 
place  ninety  miles  distant  from  the  at- 
torney's own  residence,  is  not  sufficient 
ground  for  such  an  application.  In  the 
matter  of  King  and  TredweU^  560. 

6.  Warrant  of.    Warrant,  1. 1,  2. 

AUDITORS. 

How  elected  under  statute  1  &  2  W,A, 
C.60.    Statute,!,  oi, 

AVOWRY. 

For  distress  under  several  warrants  for 
poor  rates,  of  which  one  bad.  Dittrett,  3. 

AWARD. 

1 .  What  notice  of  award  commissioner 
under  Inclosure  Act  must  give.  Notice,  3. 

3.  When  appeal  against  such  award 
must  be  made.    Appeal,  1. 

See,  further.  Arbitrator,  2,  3,  4. 

AWAY-GOING  CROPS. 
When  claimable.    Arbitrator,  2. 

BAIL. 

1.  Discharge  of,  by  bankruptcy  and 
certificate  of  principal. 

If  a  defendant,  against  whom  judgment 
has  been  recovered,  afterwards  become 
bankrupt,  and  obtain  his  certificate  within 
fourteen  days  o(  service  of  process  upon 
his  bail,  the  bail  are  entitled,  under  the 
general  rule  of  17th  June  1853,  to  have 
proceedings  against  them  stayed^  though 


no  notice  be  given  to  the  plaintiff^  or 
application  made  to  stay  such  proceed- 
ings, till  after  the  expiration  of  the  four* 
teen  days.    Jones  v.  £//»,  382. 

2.  Discharge  of,  by  variance  between 
declaration  and  capias.    Arrest,  1. 

3.  Surrender  in  dischar^  of,  whence 
reckoned,  as  to  time  in  which  defendant 
must  be  charged  in  execution.  Execu' 
tujUy  under  a  judgment,  2. 


BANK,  SAVINGS. 
See  Savings  Bank, 

BANKRUPT. 

I.  What  conveyance  is  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy. 

1.  Held,  by  Lord  jDmrnaxCJ.,  Parke 
and  Patteson  Js.,  and,  semble,  per  LUtk' 
dale  J.,  that  the  execution  of  a  deed  by 
which  a  party  conveys  his  whole  property 
to  the  use  of  some  of  his  creditors,  is  a 
sufficient  act  of  bankruptcy  to  sustain 
a  commission,  though  the  deed  wat  ex^ 
cuted  by  the  bankrupt  only,  and  is  not 
proved  to  have  been  acted  upon,  or  to 
have  passed  out  of  the  bankrupt's  hands. 
Botcherby  v.  Lancaster,  77. 

2.  An  asdgnment  by  a  trader  of  bis 
whole  stock,  with  intent  to  abscond  from 
his  creditors  and  carry  off  the  purchase- 
money,  is  not  an  act  of  bflnkruptcy  when 
the  purchaser  pays  a  fnir  price  for  the 
goods,  and  is  ignorant  of  the  trader's  de- 
sign.   Baxter  v.  Pritchard,  456. 

3.  A  sale  of  the  whole  of  a  trader's 
property  is  not,  of  itself,  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy. 

The  party  who  seeks  to  treat  the  sale 
as  an  act  of  bankruptcy  must  shew  some 
fact  from  which  fraud  may  be  inferred. 
Rose  v.  Haycock,  460. 

H.  What  is  apparent  ownership  by 
bankrupt. 

1.  Collieries,  machinery,  barges,  &c^ 
had  been  mortgaged  by  C  to  F.,  to 
secure  the  payment  of  certain  monies, 
with  a  proviso,  that  in  case  of  default  F. 
should  stand  possessed  of  all  the  mort- 
gaged property,  in  trust  to  levy  oat  of 
the  same  so  much  as  should  be  due  to 
him.  F.  died,  and  the  plaintiff  took  oat 
administration;  after  which  the  mort* 
gagor,  who  had  remained  in  possession, 
made  default,  but  was  not  dispossessed, 
and  afterwardi  made  a  demise  of  the  pro- 
perty 
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perty  to  another  party,  of  which  transac- 
tion the  plaintiff  was  not  proved  to  have 
any  knowledge.  The  mortgagor's  lessee 
took  possession,  and  put  his  name  upon 
the  barges.  These,  and  a  quantity  of 
coal,  the  produce  of  the  collieries,  were 
afterwards  seized,  under  a  canal  act,  for 
rates  due  from  the  mortgagor's  lessee, 
and  sold.  The  administrator  brought 
trover  for  the  goods  seized. 

Before  the  seizure, 'the  mortgagor's 
lessee  became  bankrupt :  Held,  that  the 
goods  seized  were  not  in  his  possession 
by  the  consent  of  the  true  owner,  within 
6  G.  4.  V,  16,  «.  72.;  for  that  the  consent 
of  the  mortgagor,  who  was  merely  per- 
mitted by  the  true  owner  to  retain  pos- 
session,  did  not  satisfy  the  terms  of  the 
statute.  Frascr  v.  Swamea  Canal  Com- 
pany, 354. 

2.  To  assumpsit  by  two  plaintiffs,  for 
goods  sold,  &C.,  defendant  pleaded  the 
bankruptcy  of  one.  Replication,  that 
before  the  bankruptcy,  the  bankrupt 
plaintiff  assigned  to  the  other  all  his  in- 
terest in  the  debt,  and  that  the  bankrupt 
now  sued  only  as  trustee  for  his  co-plain- 
tiff. 

The  Court  was  of  opinion  that  the 
replication  was  bad,  for  not  stating  that 
the  debtor  had  had  notice  of  the  supposed 
assignment,  although  the  defendant  had 
pleaded  over  without  alleging  the  want 
of  notice.  But  the  plaintiff  had  leave 
to  amend.    Dean  v.  James ^  809. 

3.  ^.,  a  merchant  at  JUtvi^poo/,  used  to 
consign  goods  to  his  agent  at  Bahia,  in 
Souih  America,  for  sale,  and  to  draw  bills 
upon  the  credit  of,  and  against  such 
consignments,  in  proportion  to  their 
amount,  to  be  paid  by  the  agent  out  of 
the  proceeds.  Some  bills  so  drawn,  and 
negotiated  by  the  indorsements  of  a  house 
in  London,  with  which  F,  corresponded, 
were  refused  acceptance  by  the  agent. 
The  London  house  thereupon  requested 
F.  to  write  to  his  agents  at  Bahia,  with 
orders,  **  that  in  case  he  did  not  pay  F*s 
drafts,  he  should  immediately  hand  over 
such  property  as  he  might  have  of  F.\ 
of  an  eauivalent  value  to  the  bills  not 
paid  by  nim,  to  the  agent  of  the  London 
nouse  at  Bahia"  F  replied,  that  he 
would  write  to  his  agent,  agreeably  to 
these  injunctions,  directing  him  to  hand 
over  to  the  agent  of  the  London  house, 
"  property  of  F.  in  his  hands,  to  cover 
the  amount  of  bills  that  eventually  mi^ht 
not  be  paid."    Afterwardsi  and  before 


the  letter  from  F.  to  his  agent  reached 
Bahia,  F.  became  bankrupt.  F^%  agent 
subsequently  handed  over  to  the  London 
house  goods  consigned  to  him  as  above 
mentioned,  to  an  amount  less  than  that 
of  the  bills  unfjaid: 

Held,  that  there  was  no  legal  or  equit- 
able assignment  of  those  goods  to  the 
London  house  before  the  bankruptcy,  and 
that  on  that  event  the  property  in  them 
vested  in  the  assignees. 

In  an  action  of  trover  brought  by  the 
assignees  for  the  goods,  in  which  the 
above  facts  were  proved,  the  defendants 
also  offered  in  evidence  the  letter  written 
by  F*  to  his  agent  at  Bahia^  (after  pro- 
mising the  London  house  to  write,  as 
above  stated,)  in  which  he  ordered  that 
party  to  hand  over  all  the  property  which 
tie  held  on  F.'s  account,  to  the  agent  of 
the  London  house. 

Quofre,  Whether  the  letter  was  ad- 
missible; but  held  that,  if  it  were,  the 
decision  ought  still  to  be  the  same.  Bum 
V.  Carvalho^  883. 

4.  In  trover  by  assignees  for  timber, 
an  arbitrator  to  whom  the  cause  was  re- 
ferred, found  that  the  bankrupt,  before ' 
his  bankruptcy,  had  on  behalf  of  an  un- 
named principal  (the  defendant)  taken  in 
exchange  a  quantity  of  timber,  to  be 
delivered  free  on  board;  and  that  he 
had  at  the  same  time  bought  other  timber 
of  the  same  party  on  his  own  account ; 
that  the  timber  was  delivered  to  the 
bankrupt,  and  lay,  till  after  the  bank- 
ruptcy, on  a  common,  mixed  with  other 
timber  of  the  bankrupt,  and  in  his  actual 
possession ;  that  the  defendant,  after  the 
bankruptcy,  but  more  than  two  months 
before  the  commission  issued,  wrote  to 
the  vendor,  stating  himself  to  be  the 
principal,  adopting  the  contract  as  to 
the  goods  taken  in  exchange  (but  no 
others),  and  directing  that  the  bankrupt 
should  not  be  suffered  to  take  them ;  and 
that  the  vendor  accepted  him  as  pur- 
chaser accordingly.  The  arbitrator  also 
found  that,  before  the  commencement  of 
the  two  months,  the  defendant  had  re- 
quired the  bankrupt  to  deliver  the  timber 
belonging  to  him  (defendant),  and  that 
the  bankrupt  had  proposed  to  make  up 
a  deficiency  in  the  quantity,  by  delivering 
some  of  his  own  timber;  that  no  contract 
of  sale  was  made  as  to  the  latter,  nor  did 
any  thing  further  pass  respecting  the 
timber  till  within  two  months  before 
the  commiiftion,  when  the  bankrupt  made 
3  Q  4  a  formal 
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a  formal  delifery  to  the  defendant  of 
part  of  the  sold  and  part  of  the  exchanged 
timber,  lying  on  the  common  as  above 
mentioned ;  and  that  the  whole  of  the 
timber  belonging  to  the  defendant  was  in 
the  order,  possession,  and  disposition  of 
the  bankrupt,  with  the  consent  of  the 
true  owner,  till  after  the  bankruptcy: 
Held  (assuming  that  the  Court  could 
review  the  arbitrator's  finding  as  to  the 
above  facts), 

1.  That  ne  was  warranted  in  finding  a 
delivery  of  the  timber  to  the  bankrupt, 
though  it  was  not  shipped. 

2.  That  the  timber  remained  in  the 
bankrupt's  apparent  possession,  with  the 
owner's  consent,  up  to  the  time  of  the 
above  delivery. 

3.  That  the  delivery  to  the  defendant 
of  the  timber  belonging  to  the  bankrupt 
was  not  referable  to  any  contract  pro- 
tected by  sect.  81.  of  the  Bankrupt  Act. 
Shaw  V.  Harvey,  920. 

HI.  Assignee's  right  over  interest  of 
wife  of  bankrupt.     Banm  and  Feme,  2. 

IV.  What  is  a  contract  protected  by 
sect.  81.  of  6  O.A.  c.  16.    AfU>.y  II.  4. 

V.  Effect  of  bankruptcy  of  master  on 
a  contract  of  hiring.    Hinng,  3, 

BARON  AND  FEME, 

1 .  When  they  may  join  as  plaintiffs. 
An  agreement  between  A,,  and  B.  the 

wife  of  A.,  and  C,  of  the  one  part,  and 
2>.  of  the  other,  recited  that  A,,  B^  and 
C»  had  sued  L.  and  obtained  a  cognovit 
from  him ;  that  W.  was  bail  to  the  sheriff*, 
and  that  the  bail  bond  was  forfeited; 
that  W,  had  requested  A,^  ^.,  and  C.  to 
let  L.be  at  large,  and  to  forbear  entering 
Up  judgment,  or  proceeding  against  the 
bail  or  the  sheriff  till  a  certain  day,  on 
W.\  guaranteeing  the  security  of  L.'s 
person  if  the  money  were  not  paid  before 
that  day ;  and  the  agreement  further  set 
forth  that  it  was  understood  and  agreed, 
and  W,  undertook  and  promised,  that  he, 
W,^  would  render  L,  on  the  day  or  pay 
the  money,  in  consideration  that  A.y 
B.^  and  C.  would  so  forbear.  W,  having 
broken  the  agreement,  A.^  £.,  and  C, 
deiilared  jointly  against  H^.,  reciting  the 
agreement  and  averring  performance  on 
the  part  of  i4.,  B. ,  and  C. :  Held,  that  B. 
was  entitled  to  join.     WiUt  v.  Nurte,  €S» 

2.  How  the  husband's  bankruptcy  af^ 
fects  wife's  interesti 

Testator  bequeathed  to  8»  the  residue 
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of  a  term  in  a  house,  &c.  in  case  he 
should  so  long  live  and  inhabit  the 
house,  and  from  and  after  his  decease, 
or  giving  up  possession  of  the  said  boaiey 
or  in  case  be  should  mortgage  the  same^ 
then  to  Af.,  the  wife  of  8.,  to  hirid  tbe 
premises  unto  her  for  tbe  remainder  of 
the  term,  in  case  she  should  so  long  live 
therein,  and  continue  the  widow  of  S^ 
and  unmarried. 

S.  took  possrttton,  but  afterwards, 
being  in  insolvent  drcumstanees,  he  went 
to  sea,  leaving  bk  wife  and  family  on  tbe 
premises,  where  the  wife  continued  to 
carry  on  his  business.  He  retoraed  in 
six  months,  and  resided  on  the  premises 
as  before,  till  he  and  his  wife  were  turned 
out  of  possession,  a  commission  of  bank- 
rupt having  issued  against  him,  under 
which  the  assignees  sold  the  property. 
5.  died,  and  the  widow  brougnt  eject- 
ment for  the  premises : 

Held,  that  5.'s  going  to  sea  as  above 
mentioned,  was  not  a  "  giving  up  pos- 
session" within  the  meaning  of  the  will; 
and,  semble,  that  his  being  turned  out  of 
the  premises  after  they  were  sold  by  the 
assignees,  had  not  that  effect.    But, 

Held,  that  the  interest  which  the  wife 
took  under  the  will,  being  contingent 
upon  events  of  which  some  might  nave 
happened  during  the  husband's  lifetime, 
was  an  interest  which  the  husband  m%fat 
assign  at  law ;  and  that  tbe  wife  had  not 
an  equitable  interest  sufficiently  clear  to 
enable  the  Court  to  say  that  the  as*- 
signees  did  not  become  entitled  to  the 
premises  under  the  bankruptcy*  Dot 
dem,  Shaw  v.  Steward^  300. 


BENEFICE. 

1 .  What  right  over  benefice  penes  io 
assignee  of  insolvent  debtor.  SUUvte  I. 
27.  (2). 

2.  What  is  void,  as  a  charge  upon  be* 
nefice.    Statute^  I.  2. 

3.  Sequestration  of  benefice.  See  Ap- 
quettroHon^ 

BILL  OF  EXCHANGE  AND  PRO- 
MISSORY  NOTE. 

1.  Qualified  acceptance,  pleading  on. 
Pleading,  Cnni,  VIII. 

2.  Wnat  puts  holder  on  proof  of  con- 
sideration. 

In  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  by 
a  third  indorsee  against  the  acceptor,  tbe 

defendant 
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defendant  cannot  put  the  plaintiff^  to 
prove  consideration,  by  giving  primft 
Ucie  evidence  to  shew  the  want  of  it, 
merely  as  between  the  drawer  and  his 
indorsee,  and  each  subsequent  indorser 
and  indorsee ;  but  be  must  also  shew  the 
want  of  consideration  as  between  him- 
self and  the  drawer.  And  for  this  pur- 
pose, it  is  not  enough  to  prove  that  the 
drawer,  on  the  day  before  the  maturity 
of  the  bill,  procured  all  the  indorsements 
to  be  mafle  without  consideration,  in 
order  that  the  action  might  be  brought 
by  an  indorsee,  on  the  understanding  that 
the  money,  when  recovered,  should  be 
divided  between  one  of  the  indorsees 
and  the  drawer.  WhUtaker  v.  EdmundSj 
638. 

3.  What  pa}rment  answers  plea  of  Sta- 
tute of  Limitations.    Statute^  I.  7.  (2). 

4.  When  promissorv  note  is  pleaded 
as  set  off,  what  replication  admits.  Plead- 

BISHOP. 

Whether  he  must  be  made  a  party  to 
B  rule  to  set  aside  sequestration  issued  by 
him.     Siaiute^  I.  97.  (3.) 

BOND. 

How  far  admission  of  condition  on 
record  is  estoppel.    Ettoppei^  K 

BUILDING  ACT. 
See  Statute,  II.  4.  (1.). 

BUILDINGS,  ANCIENT. 
See  Csfff,  Action  on. 

CANAL  ACT. 

1.  Interpretation  of  32  G.  5.  c*  102. 
(Monmouthshire  Canal). 

A  canal  company  were  authorized,  by 
statute,  to  demand  and  sue  for  certain 
tolls  upon  the  carriage  of  goods,  and  to 
distrain  any  carriage  or  goods  in  respect 
of  which  any  such  tolls  ought  to  be  paid, 
and  to  detain  the  same  until  payment 
made  of  such  tolls,  and  of  all  arrears  of 
the  same  then  due  firom  the  owner  of 
such  carriage  or  goods ;  and  in  case  such 
distress  should  not  be  redeemed  within 
five  days,  to  appraise  and  sell  the  same, 
as  in  the  case  of  adistreii  for  rent.  They 


were  not  expressly  authorised  to  levy 
any  toll  upon  carriages : 

Held,  tnat  trams  could  not  be  dis- 
trained for  arrears  of  tolls  due  from  the 
owners  for  goods  carried  in  them,  if  they 
were  not  carrying  goods  of  such  owners 
at  the  time  of  the  distress. 

The  statute  enacted,  that  any  action, 
brought  for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance 
of  the  act,  or  in  execution  of  tne  powers 
and  authorities  granted  by  it,  should  be 
brought  within  six  calendar  months  next 
after  the  fiict  committed : 

Held,  first,  that  such  a  distress  was  a 
thing  done  in  pursuance  of  the  act. 

But,  held,  secondly,  that  where  an 
owner  of  trams  let  them  to  a  third  per- 
son, and  during  such  letting  they  were 
illegally  distrained  for  arrears  due  from 
the  person  hirine,  while  not  carrying 
such  person's  goods,  and  afterwards  sold^ 
such  owner  might  sue  within  six  months 
from  the  time  of  sale,  on  a  count  com* 
plaining  of  injury  done  to  his  rever- 
sionar}'  interest  by  the  seizure  and  sale. 
Jenkint  v.  Cooke,  572. 

2.  Interpretation  of  34  G«3.  c.  109. 
(Swansea  Canal). 

A  canal  company  were  empowered,  by 
statute,  to  impose  rates  of  toll  for  car- 
riage of  goods  on  the  canal,  and  to  fix 
the  places  of  payment,  and  in  case  of 
non-payment  to  seize  the  goods  in  re* 
spect  of  which  such  rates  ought  to  have 
been  paid,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  the 
boat  laden  therewith,  and  detain  the 
same  till  payment  of  such  rates,  and  also 
of  idl  arrears  of  the  said  rates,  due  from 
the  owner  of  such  boat ;  and  if  such 
goods  were  not  redeemed  within  seven 
days,  to  sell  the  same,  as  in  cases  of  dis* 
tress  for  rent :  Held,  that  this  clause  did 
not  empower  the  company  to  distrain 
goods  when  no  longer  upon  the  canal,  or 
to  sell  the  boat. 

The  act  also  directed,  that  all  actions 
for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance  thereof 
should  be  commenced  within  six  months 
next  after  the  fact  committed,  or,  in  case 
of  a  continuation  of  damases,  then  within 
six  months  next  after  the  doinc  such 
damage  should  have  ceased.  CoTlierieSy 
machinery^  barges,  &c.  had  been  mort- 
gaged bv  C.  to  F,,  to  secure  the  repay* 
ment  of  certain  monies,  with  a  proviso, 
that  in  case  of  default  F.  should  stand 
possessed  of  all  the  mortgaged  propertv» 
m  trust  to  levy  out  of  the  same  so  much 
as  should  be  due  to  htm.    F,  died,  and 

the 
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the  plaintiff  took  out  administration,  after 
which  the  mortgagor,  who  had  remained 
in  possession,  made  default,  but  was  not 
dispossessed,  and  afterwards  made  a  de- 
mise of  the  property  to  another  party, 
of  which  transaction  the  plaintiff  was  not 
proved  to  have  had  any  knowledge.  The 
mortgagor's  lessee  took  possession,  and 
put  bis  name  upon  the  baiges.  These, 
and  a  quantity  of  coal,  the  produce  of 
the  collieries,  were  afterwards  seized  by 
the  company  for  rates  due  from  the 
mortgagor's  lessee,  and  sold.  The  ad- 
ministrator commenced  an  action  of  tro- 
ver against  the  company  for  the  goods, 
more  than  six  months  after  the  seizure, 
but  within  six  months  of  the  sale : 

Held,  that  the  suit  was  commenced  in 
time,  since  the  plaintiff,  who  was  out  of 
possession,  had  no  cause  of  action  till 
the  goods  were  sold.  Semble,  that  if 
the  mortgagor's  lessee  had  sued,  whether 
in  trespass  or  trover,  his  action  must 
have  been  commenced  within  six  months 
of  the  seizure ; 

Held,  also,  that  the  plaintiff,  as  admi- 
nistrator, had  sufficient  property  in  the 
coal  raised  from  the  mines  after  he  took 
out  administration,  and  in  the  barges 
marked  with  the  name  of  the  mortgagor's 
lessee,  to  maintain  this  action.  Frascr 
▼•  Swansea  Canal  Companj^,  354, 

CAPIAS. 

1.  What  copy  oC  capias  insufficient. 
Arrest^  3. 

S.  Consequence  of  declaration  varying 
from  capias.     Arrest^  1. 

CAPIAS  AD  SATISFACIENDUM. 

Effect  of  variance  between  judgment 
and  ca.  sa.    Arrest,  2. 

CASE,  ACTION  ON. 

Where  it  lies. 

Twn  persons  having  adjacent  lands,  the 
one  builds  a  house  at  the  extremity  of  his 
land :  the  other  afterwards  excavates  his 
own  soil  near  to,  but  without  touching, 
the  ground  so  built  upon.  Qusre,  whe- 
ther the  party  making  such  excavation  is 
bound  to  see  that  his  neighbour's  found- 
ations be  not  thereby  weakened;  and, 
whether,  if  they  be  so,  he  is  guilty  of  an 
actionable  negligence  in  having  so  used 
liis  own  soil  without  protecting  that  of 


his  neighbour,  although  no  n^ligepce  be 
shewn  in  the  mode  of  carrying  on  the 
work? 

Supposing  him  not  liable  in  the  case  of 
a  newly  built  house;  Quaere,  whether  he 
would  be  so  if  the  bouse  had  stood  twenty 
years  before  the  excavation  was  made? 

But  where  it  is  alleged  and  proved  that 
the  defendant  so  negligently,  unskilfully, 
and  improperly  dug  his  own  soil  that  the 
plaintiff's  nouse  was  thereby  injured,  an 
action  lies:  and  although  it  be  shewn 
that  the  house  was  infirm,  and  could  at 
all  events  have  stood  only  a  few  months, 
still  the  plaintiff  may  recover  in  pro- 
portion to  the  loss  actually  suffered,  if 
the  jury  find  that  the  injury  to  the  house 
was  the  consequence  of  the  defendant's 
negligence ;  and  in  determining  the  ques- 
tion of  negligence,  the  jury  ought  to  con- 
sider the  state  of  the  plaintiff's  house. 
Dodd  V.  Holme,  495. 

CASE,  SPECIAL. 

1.  Effect  of  sending  back  to  sessions. 
A  case  sent  back  to  the  sessions  to  be 

restated,  must  be  reheard;  and  the  ses- 
sions may  receive  further  evidence,  and 
make  a  new  order  on  such  rehearing. 

The  certiorari,  by  which  the  original 
order  was  removed,  does  not  operate  to 
remove  the  subsequent  one.  The  party 
wishing  to  contest  such  order,  must  ob- 
tain a  certiorari,  and  remove  it.  Tke 
King  V.  Bloxam^  386. 

2.  Mandamus  to  quarter  sessions  to 
hear  appeal,  whether  grantable  when 
special  case  has  been  granted  and  not 
sent  up.    Appeal,  3. 

CERTIFICATE. 

Of  Judges  trying  causes  in  inferior 
court,  what  is. 

A  court  of  requests'  act  provided,  that 
a  defendant  sued  elsewhere  for  a  cause 
of  action  within  the  cognizance  of  that 
Court,  might  plead  the  act;  and  if  it 
should  appear  by  the  verdict  that  the 
cause  was  within  the  cognizance  of  that 
Court,  then  the  plaintiff  should  be  non- 
suit, if  the  judge  or  judges,  who  showld 
try  the  cause,  should  not«  tii  open  court, 
certify,  as  by  the  act  was  directed.  In 
an  action  brought  in  a  local  court  of  n* 
cord,  the  defendant  pleaded  the  court  of 
requests'  act,  and  the  cause  appeared,  by 
the  verdict,  to  be  withio  the  cogoinnee 

of 


CERTIFICATE. 


CERTIORARI,  II.,  2,        951 


of  that  Court.  The^'judges  of  the  court 
of  record  were  the  mayor  and  bailifi^  of 
the  town,  and  they  were  assisted,  at  the 
trial,  by  the  recorder,  who  was  not  a 
judge  of  the  court  of  record.  A  certifi- 
cate was  given,  pursuant  to  the  act,  but 
by  the  recorder  alone.  Held,  that  this 
did  not  satisfy  the  act. 

On  error  brought,  the  entry  on  the 
proceedings  sent  up  to  this  Court  was, 
simply,  that  it  appeared  hy  the  certificate 
of  the  court  of  record,  that,  &c.  (without 
stating  that  the  certificate  was  made  in 
open  court,  or  by  whom  it  was  made, 
except  as  above):  but  it  was  suggested 
on  affidavit,  that  the  certificate  had  really 
been  made  in  open  court  by  the  re- 
corder; that  the  proceedings  sent  up 
were  merely  a  transcript  of  the  record 
which  remained  below  ;  and  that  the 
record  of  the  Court  below  had  been 
amended  there,  by  entering  the  certifi- 
cate as  having  been  made  hy  the  judges 
who  tried  the  caute,  in  open  court ;  and  it 
was  moved  that  this  Court  should  amend 
the  proceedings  in  conformity  with  the 
alteration  said  to  have  been  made  below. 
This  Court  refused  the  amendment;  first, 
because  they  could  not  take  notice  that 
they  had  only  a  transcript  before  them, 
so  as  to  be  at  liberty  to  amend  in  con- 
formity with  the  record  below ;  secondly, 
because,  if  the  document  before  them  were 
to  be  considered  as  a  record,  they  had 
no  power  to  make  the  amendment,  it 
being  contrary  to  the  fact  as  to  the  per- 
sons certifying.   France  v.  Parry,  6X5. 

CERTIORARI. 

L  At  what  time  to  be  applied  for. 

A  certiorari  cannot  be  applied  for  after 
the  expiration  of  six  calendar  months 
from  the  making  of  the  order,  &c.,  to 
be  removed,  whatever  may  have  been 
the  cause  of  delay.  The  King  v.  Blox- 
am,  386, 

11.  When  barred. 

1 .  By  Stat.  13  6. 3.  c.  78.   Siatuie,  I.  ]  3. 

3.  By  local  act. 

A  river  navigation  act  provided  that 
no  proceeding  to  be  taken  in  pursuance 
thereof  should  be  removed  by  certiorari. 
By  a  subsequent  statute  for  improving 
tHe  same  navigation,  it  was  enacted,  that 
all  the  powers,  provisions,  exemptions, 
rules,  remedies,  regulations,  penalties, 
forfeitures,  articles,  matters,  and  things 
whatsoever,  contained  in  the  former  act. 


should  be  in  full  force,  and  extend  to 
and  be  applied  and  enforced,  as  to  that 
act  and  the  matters  therein  contained,  in 
as  full  a  manner  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses as  if  therein  re-enacted:  Held,  that 
these  were  sufficient  words  to  take  away 
the  certiorari  on  proceedings  under  the 
latter  act. 

Bv  the  latter  act  it  was  provided,  that 
if  tne  undertakers  of  the  navigation 
could  not  agree  with  any  parties  for  the 
purchase  of  lands,  a  jury  should  be 
summoned  to  the  quarter  sessions,  who 
should  assess  the  purchase>money  to  be 
paid,  and  also  what  other  separate  and 
distinct  sums  should  be  paid  for  damages 
before  then  sustained,  or  for  the  future 
temporary  or  perpetual  continuance  of  any 
recurring  damagei  which  should  have 
been  occasioned  by  putting  the  act  in 
execution;  the  purchase-money  and  da- 
mages to  be  assessed  separately;  and  that 
the  justices  in  sessions  should  give  judg- 
ment for  such  purchase-money  or  re- 
compense as  should  be  assessed  by  such 
jury ;  which  verdict  and  judgment  should 
be  binding  on  all  persons.  By  a  separate 
clause  it  was  provided  that  the  under- 
takers should  not  be  obliged  to  receive 
any  complaint  of  damage,  unless  notice 
were  given  them  within  six  months  after 
the  damage.  A  jury  summoned  to  assess 
compensation  as  above  mentioned,  found 
a  verdict  of  6/.  for  value  of  the  land 
taken;  present  damages,  nothing;  future 
damages,  2800/.  The  judgment  entered 
up  recited  that  the  jury  had  assessed  6/. 
for  purchase-money,  and  no  separate  or 
distinct  sum  for  damages  before  then  sus* 
tained  by  the  execution  of  the  act;  and 
that  they  had  assessed  the  distinct  sum 
to  be  paid  for  the  future  temporary  or 
perpetual  continuance  of  any  recurnng 
damages  which  should  be  occasioned  by 
putting  the  act  in  execution,  at  2800/.; 
and  it  was  adjudged  that  the  undertakers 
should  forthwith  pay  the  6/.,  and  the 
280O/.  A  mandamus  being  moved  for  to 
the  justices,  to  amend  the  judgment  by 
striking  out  the  award  of  2800/.,  it  being 
contended  that  the  verdict  could  not 
legally  take  effect  as  an  award  of  present 
damai^es  under  the  act,  none  hatmg  yet 
been  sustained :  Held,  that  as  the  statute 
did  not  allow  a  removal  of  the  proceed* 
ings  by  certiorari,  the  Court  could  not 
indirectly  bring  them  under  review  by  a 
mandamus. 

The  land  taken  was  ground  upon  which 

tha 


9S2        CERTIORARI,  III.— V. 


CONSIDERATION. 


the  owners  had  laid  a  railway,  and  they 
claimed  to  have  their  damage  calculated 
on  the  assumption  thdt  the  purchasers 
would  so  use  the  land  as  to  destroy  the 
railway;  the  latter,  however,  declaring 
that,  to  avoid  doing  so,  they  should  make 
a  tunnel.  The  damages  so  claimed  were 
allowed  by  the  jury,  as  "  future  damages." 
Qtuere,  whether  the  verdict  so  given,  and 
entered  up  in  the  judgment  as  above 
mentioned,  was  legal?  The  King  v.  The 
Justiceg  of  the  West  Rie^  of  Yorkshire 
(In  the  Matter  of  the  Aire  and  Colder 
Navigation  and  Lake  Lock  Rcdlway  Com- 
pamet\  565% 

III.  Effect  of,  when  case  is  sent  back 
to  sessions*    CoMe,  Special,  1 . 

IV.  Return  to  certiorari,  of  conviction 
on  forcible  entry.    Statute,!,  \. 

V.  Costs  below,  on  removing  indict- 
ment by  certiorari.    Cottt,  2. 

CHANGE  OF  VENUE. 
Effect  as  to  costs.    Statute^  I.  4. 

CHARGE  IN  EXECUTION. 
When  it  must  be.    Execution,  2. 

CHARGE  ON  BENEFICE. 
What  shews  it.    Statute,  I.  2. 

CHARTER* 

Exemption  from  tolls  by  charter,  how 
construed.     Toll,  5. 

CHARTER-PARTY. 

Effect  of,  as  to  liability  for  repairs.  Ship, 

CHIROGRAPH  OF  FINE. 

Date  of|  how  it  affects  proclamations. 
Fine. 

CHURCH. 

See  Benefice,  EcdeaatOcal  Pertons,  Par- 
ton,  Quare  Impedit,  Sequestration,  Si- 
mony.  Tithe, 

CHURCHWARDEN. 

What  is  a  supplying  of  poor  by,  within 
at.  S6  G,  S»  e,  137.    Statuie,  L  17« 


CLERGYMAN. 
See  Parson, 

CLERK. 

Whether  bankruptcy  of  employer  re- 
scind the  hiring.    Hiring,  3. 

CODICIL. 

1.  Effect  given  to  codicil  in  interpret- 
ing will,    wm,  5, 

2.  Effect  of  codicil  in  supplying  de- 
fective attestation.    Evidence,  III.  3. 

COGNOVIT. 
Interpretation  of.    Appeal,  4. 

COMMON  PLEAS. 

Warrant  respecting  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  122. 

COMPENSATION. 

Under  local  acts.  Certiorari,  II.  2. 
Costs,  J.     Statute,  II.  4. 

CONCILIUM. 

When  obtfuned  on  return  to  manda- 
mus and  return  argued,  what  further 
proceeding  may  be.    Mandamus^  4. 

CONCLUSION  OF  PLEA. 
Pleading,  avil,Ylll. 

CONDITION  OF  BOND. 

When  admitted  on  record,  its  effect  as 
estoppel.    Estoppel,  1. 

CONSIDERATION. 

1.  What  a  good  consideration  in  as- 
sumpsit.   AssumpsU,  II. 

2.  What  shall  put  holder  of  bill  to 
proof  of  consideration.  Bill  of  Ex* 
change,  2. 

5.  When  consideration  for  repairing  a 
highway  must  be  stated  in  indictment. 
Indictment,  5. 

CON- 


COSOLIDATION  RULE. 


CORPORATION. 


9S3 


CONSOLIDATION  RULE  IN  IN- 
SURANCE CAUSES. 

Where  a  plaintiff  brings  several  actions 
upon  the  same  ipoWcy  of  assurance, 
a^inst  sqyeral  underwriters,  the  Court 
will  not,  without  the  consent  of  the 
plaint!^  make  a  consolidation  rule  upon 
the  terms  of  both  plaintiff  and  defendant 
being  bound  in  all  the  actions  by  the 
event  of  one.  Doyle  v.  AndertoUy  and 
Do^  V.  Stetvart,  635.' 

CONSPIRACY. 

1.  What  is  indictable  as  a  conspiracy. 

An  indictment  does  not  lie  for  con- 
spiring merely  to  exonerate  one  parish 
from  the  charge  of  a  pauper,  and  to 
throw  it  on  another. 

Nor  for  conspiring  to  cause  a  male 
pauper  to  marry  a  female  pauper,  for  that 
purpose;  it  not  being  stated  that  the 
conspiracy  was  to  effect  such  marriage  by 
force,  threat,  or  fraud,  or  that  it  was  so 
effected  in  pursuance  of  the  conspiracy. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  allege  overt  acts, 
if  the  indictment  chai^ge  what  is  in  itself 
an  unlawful  conspiracy;  but  if  not,  the 
indictment  must  shew  some  illegal  act 
done  in  pursuance  of  the  conspiracy. 

Persuading  a  male  pauper  settled  in 
one  parish  to  marry  a  female  pauper 
settled  in  and  chargeable  to  another,  is 
not  such  an  overt  act. 

To  allege  in  an  indictment  that  an  un- 
married woman  in  a  parish  was  with 
child,  is  not  eauivalent  to  an  allegation 
that  she  was  cnargeable  to  such  parish. 
Per  Lord  Denman  C.J.  and  TauiUon  J. 

Quaret  whether  an  allegation  that  de- 
fendants conspired  together /or  ^/^ttr- 
poie  of  exonerating^  £c,  is  equivalent  to 
an  allegation  that  they  conspired  to 
exonerate?  Per  WUIianu  J.  Rex  v. 
Seward,  706. 

2.  What  to  be  alleged  in  the  indict- 
ment.    Anti,  1. 

5.  General  count  for,  what  sufficient. 
Slaiuie,l\'. 

CONTEMPT. 

In  disobeying  subpoena.  Statute,  1. 14. 
Statute,  IV. 

CONTINGENCY. 

Contingent  interest  created  by  will. 
Baron  and  Feme^  2. 


CONTRACT. 

See  Agreement^  Apprentice,  Assumpsit^ 
Hiring. 


CONVEYANCE. 

1.  What  is  a  conveyance  of  free  war- 
ren in  gross,  or  appurtenant.     Warren. 

2.  What  conveyance  is  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy.   Bankrupt,  I. 

CONVICTION. 

1.  Of  forcible  entry  and  detainer.  Sta- 
tute,!. 1. 

8.  Recital  of  conviction,  in  warrant  of 
committal,  under  st.  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  55. 
Statute,  I.  35. 

3.  Under  st.  3.&4W.  4.  c.  55.  Sta- 
tute, I.  36. 


COPY  OF  CAPIAS. 

What  insufficient.    Arrett,  3. 

COPYHOLD. 

1.  Limitation  of  uses  on  surrender  of 
copyhold. 

Copyholder,  iu  fee,  surrenders  to  such 
uses  as  A.  shall  appoint,  and  in  default  of, 
and  until  such  appointment,  to  the  use  of 
A.  in  fee.  A.,  without  having  been  ad- 
mitted, appoints.  The  appointment  is  a 
good  execution  of  the  power,  and  en- 
titles the  appointee  to  be  admitted  as 
surrenderee  of  the  copyholder,  who  con- 
tinues tenant  to  the  lord  till  some  one  is 
admitted  under  his  surrender.  Bex  v. 
7%tf  Lord  of  the  Manor  of  Oundle,  285. 

2.  When  a  copyhold  confers  a  settle- 
ment without  admittance.    Poor,  II. 

3.  Evidence  of  surrender.  Evidence, 
VIII. 

COPYRIGHT. 

Who  is  assignee  of  copyright  of  dra- 
matic pieces.     Statute,  1. 33, 

CORPORATION. 

How  far  liable  for  acts  of  servants. 

A  corporation  is  liable  in  tort  for  the 
tortious  act  of  its  agent,  though  not  ap- 
pointed by  seal,  if  such  act  l^  an  ordi- 
nary 
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CROWN. 


nary  service,  such  as  a  distress  professedly 
made  under  a  statute,  for  a  debt  due  to 
the  corporation;  and  a  jury  may  infer  the 
agency  from  an  adoption  of  the  act*  by 
the  corporation,  as  from  their  having  re- 
ceived the  proceeds  of  the  seizure.  Smilh 
V.  The  Birmingham  Gat  Company,  596. 

COSTS. 

1.  When  magistrates  shall  have  double 
costs.     Statute,  I.  4. 

2.  When  Court  will  give  costs  of  in- 
dictment. 

Where  the  prosecutor  of  an  indict- 
ment has  removed  it  by  certiorari,  and 
there  is  no  irregularity  in  the  proceedings, 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  cannot,  upon 
any  representation -of  hardship  imposed 
on  the  defendant,  oblige  the  prosecutor 
to  pay  him  his  costs  incurred  below.  The 
Xing  V.  Poitmant  603. 

3.  Costs  of  proceedings  to  assess  com- 
pensation under  local  act. 

A  local  act  empowered  certain  trustees 
to  purchase  messuages,  &c.,  and  enacted 
that  if  the  owners  should  not  aeree  with 
the  trustees  on  the  terms, or  should  neglect 
or  refuse  to  treat,  or  by  reason  of  absence 
or  disability  should  be  prevented  from 
treating,  the  trustees  should  cause  a  jury 
to  be  summoned  by  the  sheriff  to  assess 
compensation,  and  the  sheriff  should  sum- 
mon and  examine  witnesses  upon  oath : 
and  if  the  jury  should  givq  a  verdict  for 
more  than  the  trustees  had  offered,  the 
costs  and  expenses  of  summoning  and 
returning  sucn  jury  and  witnesses;  and 
alto  of  the  inquett,  to  be  settled  by  a  jus- 
tice, were  to  be  borne  by  the  trustees, 
and  recovered  by  the  persons  entitled 
thereto,  by  distress;  but  if  the  verdict 
should  not  be  for  more  than  the  sum 
offered,  the  trustees  were  to  bear  one 
moiety  of  the  costs  and  expenses  afore- 
said, and  the  other  party  the  other 
moiety ;  but  where  parties  from  absence 
or  inability  could  not  treat  or  agree,  such 
costs  and  expenses  were  to  be  borne 
by  the  trustees:  and  aflerwards  it  was 
enacted  that,  in  a  particular  event,  mes- 
suages, ftc.  should  be  sold  to  certain 
parties,  and  that,  in  case  of  disagreement 
as  to  price,  the  price  should  be  assessed 
by  a  jury  as  before,  and  the  expense  of 
hearing  and  determining  such  difference 
be  borne  in  like  manner : 

Held,  that  an  owner  of  lands  to  be 
purchased,  in  favour  of  whom  a  jury 


awarded  more  than  the  sum  ofoed,  was 
entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  enquiry,  ii»- 
cludiug  witnesses,  attendance  by  attorney 
at  the  inquest,  conferences,  and  briefs, 
and  not  merely  to  the  expenses  of  the 
sheriff  and  jury ;  but  that  the  expenses  of 
surveyors,  merely  as  such,  could  not  be 
included  in  the  costs.  Bex  v.  The  Jut" 
ticet  of  York,  828. 

4.  Liability  of  executors  to  costs.  Sta- 
lute,  I.  34.  (3). 

5.  Who  may  certify  to  deprive  the 
plaintiff  of  costs. 

A  sheriff  or  judge  of  an  inferior  court, 
to  whom  a  cause  is  sent  by  writ  of  trial 
under  3  &  4  JT.  4.  c.  42.  #.  7.,  has  no 
power  of  certifying  to  deprive  of  costs 
pursuant  to  43  Elix.  e.  6.  #.  2.  Ward- 
roper  V.  Richardton^  75. 

6.  What  are  attorney's  costs.  Al- 
fomey,  2. 

7.  Costs  of  taxation  of  attorney's  IhIL 
Statute,  l.  11. 

COUNTERMAND- 

Of  licence  creating  easement,  what 
shall  be.     lAcence* 

COUNTS. 

Added  under  judge's  order.  Order  of 
Judgej  1. 

COURT. 

1 .  Of  Common  Pleas,  warrant  respect- 
ing, 122. 

2.  Inferior.    See  Inferior  Court. 

3.  Local.     See  Local  Court, 

CO\^NANT. 
To  repair.    Landlord  and  Tenant,  1. 

CREDIT. 

To  what  party  given  on  a  contract. 
Overt  eer,  2. 

CROPS. 

1.  Growing,  when  distrainable.  Dw- 
trett,  !•  ^ 

2.  Way-goin^  when  claimable.  Ar^ 
traior^  2. 

CROWN. 

By  what  statutes  bound.  Statute, 
1.29. 

DAMAGES. 


DAMAGES. 


DISTRESS,  1—3. 
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DAMAGES. 

1.  Special,  in  slander.    Slander^  3,  4. 
3.  What  recoTerable,  upon  insurance. 
Inturance,  3. 

3.  By  way  of  compensation  under  local 
act.  Certiorari^  II.  5f.  Costs,  3.  Sta- 
tute, II.  4. 

4.  How  fixed  by  award.     Arbitrator,  4, 

DATE. 

Of  fine,  how  it  afiects  proclamations. 
Ihte. 

DEBT. 

What  is  a  debt,  within  act  establishing 
a  local  court.     Local  Court. 

DEBTORS. 

1.  Discharge  of  debtors  in  execution 
upon  small  debts.     Statute^  I.  15. 

2.  Discharge  of  debtors  for  irregularity 
in  proceedings.    Arrest,  2,  3.  5. 

DECLARATION. 

Consequence  of  variance  between  de- 
claration and  capias.    Arrest,  1. 

DECLARATIONS. 
When  evidence.    Evidence^  II. 

DECREE  IN  CHANCERY. 
When  said  to  be  final.    Appeal,  4. 

DEGREE. 

1.  How  proved.  Evidence^  VII.  1.; 
Slander,  1. 

2.  Efiect  of  a  Scotch  d^ree  as  to 
right  of  practising  medicine  in  England. 
Slander,  1. 

DELIVERY  OF  GOODS. 
What  is.    Bankrupt,  II.  4. 

DEMAND. 

By  annuitant,  when  necessary.  At^ 
nmty,  4. 

DEMISE  IN  EJECTMENT. 

What  evidence  will  support  a  joint 
demise.    Ejectment^  2. 


DEMURRER. 
To  return  to  mandamus.  Mandamus,^* 

DETAINER,  FORCIBLE. 
Proceedings  on.     Statute^  I.  1. 

DEVISE. 
BeeWiU. 

DEVOLVE. 

Meaning  of  the  word  in  a  wilL  Trust, 
Shifting. 

DIPLOMA. 

1.  How  proved.  Evidence,  VII.  SSam- 
der,  1. 

2.  Effect  of  a  Scotch  diploma.  Slan^ 
der^  1. 

DISCHARGE. 

1.  Of  Debtors.  Arrest,  2,  3,  4,  5. 
Statute^  L  15. 

2.  Of  bail.     Arrest,  1.    Bail,  1,  2. 

3.  Of  ship's  cargo.    Insurance,  2. 

DISTRESS. 

1.  What  a  landlord  may  distrain. 

A  tenant's  growing  crops,  taken  in  ex- 
ecution and  sold,  and  remaining  on  the 
premises  a  reasonable  time  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  reaped,  are  not  distrainable 
by  the  landlord  for  rent  become  due 
after  the  taking  in  execution. 

Such  crops  having  been  so  taken,  sold, 
and  left  on  the  premises,  and  the  arrears 
of  rent  paid,  pursuant  to  stat.  8  Ann.c.  1 4. 
s.  1.,  the  landlord  cannot  distrain  them 
for  rent  subseouently  due,  on  the  ground 
that  the  purchaser  has  not  entered  into 
the  agreement  with  the  sheriff  (to  use  and 
expend  the  produce  in  a  proper  manner), 
directed  by  stat.  56  G.3.  c.  50.  s.  3.  Nor 
is  he  entitled  to  presume,  from  the  ab« 
sence  of  such  agreement,  that  the  straw 
of  such  crops  was  sold  for  the  purpose  of 
being  carried  off  the  land,  contrary  to 
sect.  1.     Wright  V.  Dewes,  641. 

2.  Distress  for  rent  charge,  upon  whom. 
Bent  Charge,  2. 

3.  Distress  for  poor  rates,  where  ground 
of  replevin. 

If  a  party  is  assessed  to  the  poor  rate 
for  premises  which    he  occupies,   and 

other 
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other  distinct  premises  which  he  does 
not  occupy,  ana  his  goods  are  distrained 
for  the  several  rates  jointly,  he  is  not 
confined  to  the  remedy  by  appeal,  but 
may  bring  an  action. 

If  a  joint  distress  be  made  under  four 
several  warrants,  for  four  several  rates, 
of  which  one  is  bad,  the  distress  is  not 
therefore  void. 

If  a  party  enter  and  make  a  joint  dis- 
tress for  four  several  rates,  being  furnished 
for  that  purpose  with  four  warrants,  one 
of  which  is  bad,  he  may,  in  an  action  of 
replevin  for  such  distress,  justify  under 
the  good  warrants,  and  abandon  the  bad 
one ;  and  if  the  causes  of  taking  are  dis- 
tinct, and  the  avowries  separate,  he  will 
be  entitled  to  a  return  of  all  the  goods. 

Where  some  of  the  avowries  justified 
the  whole  taking  under  good  warrants 
only,  and  the  plaintiff  alleged,  in  answer 
to  each  of  the  avowries,  that  the  whole 
distress  was  taken  jointly  under  four 
warrants,  of  which  one  was  bad,  and  the 
defendant  did  not,  on  the  record,  con* 
tradict  this  allegation:  Held,  nev^the- 
less,  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
judgment,  and  a  return  of  ail  the  goods. 
Govemort  of  Bristol  Poor  v.  Wait,  264. 

4,  For  tolls,  under  canal  act.  Canal 
Act, 

5,  Joint  distress  for  poor  rate,  upon 
several  warrants,  one  being  bad.   Ante^  3. 

6,  Statutable  distress  by  agent  of  a 
corporation,  as  such,  how  proved  so  as 
to  fix  corporation  with  tort.  Corporation, 

DISTRINGAS  JURATORES. 
Return  of,  how  far  material.   Error,  1 . 


DOCTOR. 
Proof  of  right  to  title.     Slander,  I . 

DOUBLE  COSTS. 

When  magistrates  shall  have.     Sta- 
tute, I.  4. 

EASEMENT. 

What   licence   creates  an   easement. 
Licence, 

ECCLESIASTICAL  COURTS. 

Attorney's  bill   for  disbursements    in 
ecclesiastical  proceedings.    Attorney,  8. 


ECCLESIASTICAL  PERSONS. 

Exemption  firon  tc^ls  under  charter, 
and  by  common  law.    TiUl,  5. 

EJECTMENT. 

1.  When  ejectment  may  be  brought  by 
annuitant,  without  demand.    Amtuity,  4. 

S.  Demise  in  declaration. 

A  count  in  ejectment,  laying  a  loint 
demise  by  two,  is  not  supported  by 
proving  the  two  to  be  entitled  as  tenants 
in  common. 

The  Judge  at  nisi  prius  having  refused, 
on  this  objection  being  taken,  to  amend 
the  record  by  altering  the  demise,  and 
the  plaintiff  having  thereupon  been  non- 
suited, this  Court  would  not  allow  the 
propriety  of  the  refusal  to  be  discussed  in 
banx.  Doe  dem.  Poole  v.  Errington^  750. 

5.  When  proceedings  in  one  action  of 
ejectment  are  evidence  in  another.  Ewi^ 
dence,l\\,  1.;  IV.  S,9. 

ENCROACHMENT. 
On  highway.    Lidictment,  4. 

ENTRY. 

1.  When  annuitant,  with  power  of 
entry,  may  bring  ejectment  without  de- 
mand.    Annuity,  4. 

2.  Proceedings  on  forcible  entry.  Sta- 
tute, I.  1. 

ERASURE. 

What  is  erasure,  under  rule  M,  37 
G.3. 

A  line  drawn  through  two  words  in 
the  jurat  of  an  affidavit,  leaving  them, 
however,  perfectly  legible,  b  an  erasure 
within  the  Rule  of  Court,  Michaelmas 
term,  37  G,  J.,  and  vitiates  the  affidavit, 
though  the  omission  or  retention  of  the 
words  would  not  vary  the  sense.  Wit- 
Rams  V.  Clough,  576. 

ERROR. 

1 .  What  is  error  coram  nobis. 

On  error  coram  nobis,  the  Court  re- 
versed the  judgment,  because  there  was 
no  return  of  tne  distringas  jwratores  by 
the  sheriff  or  other  officer,  nor  any 
panel  of  the  jurors  therein-mentioned, 

returned 
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returned  and  annexed  thereto.  Such 
defect  is  not  cured  by  the  stat.  21  Jac,  1. 
c.  13.     Rogerg  v.  Smith,  772. 

S.  On  error  from  inferior  court,  what 
the  court  above  will  amend.  Certificate, 
Inferior  Courts  II.  1. 

5.  When  interest  is  allowable  on  error 
brought.    Statute,  1. 04.  (5). 

ESTOPPEL. 

1.  Estoppel  by  admission  on  record. 
In  an  action  upon  a  bond,  appearing 

upon  oyer  to  be  conditioned  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  rent  of  certain  premises,  re- 
cited in  the  condition  to  be  demised  by 
indenture  at  a  certain  specific  rent,  as  by 
the  said  indenture,  &c.,  the  defendant 
cannot  plead  that  the  indenture  men- 
tioned in  the  condition  was  an  indenture 
by  which  a  certain  rent,  less  in  amount 
than  the  rent  mentioned  in  the  condition, 
was  reserved,  and  that  such  less  rent  has 
been  paid.    LaiMon  v.  TWmere^  79S. 

2.  Where  one  may  impeach  the  title 
of  the  party  through  whom  he  claims. 
Evidence,  XIII. 

EVIDENCE. 

I.  Confidential  communication. 

If  an  attorney  of  a  person  not  a  party 
to  an  action,  having  refused  at  the  trial 
to  produce  a  deed  belonging  to  his  client, 
be  directed  by  the  Judge  to  give  parol 
evidence  of  the  contents,  the  parties  to 
the  action  have  no  right  to  object  to  such 
evidence  going  to  the  iury,  even  upon 
the  supposition  that  the  Judge  acted 
erroneously.    Marston  v,  Dawnet,5l* 

II.  Declarations. 

1.  Declarations  respecting  the  subject- 
matter  of  a  cause,  by  a  person  who,  at 
the  time  of  making  them,  had  the  same 
interest  in  such  matter  as  one  of  the  par- 
ties now  hasy  are  admissible  in  evidence 
against  that  party,  though  the  maker  of 
them  is  alive,  and  might  be  called  as  a 
witness.     Woolwatf  v.  Rowe,  114. 

2.  A  party  having,  by  a  voluntary  set- 
tlement after  marriage,  conveyed  away 
his  interest  in  an  estate,  afterwards  exe- 
cuted a  mortgage  of  the  same  estate. 
The  mortgagee,  representing  himself  as 
a  bon&  fide  purchaser  for  value,  claimed 
to  treat  the  prior  settlement  as  void, 
under  stat.  27  Eliz.  c.  4.:  Held,  that 
declarations,  or  admissions,  implied  or 
express,  of  the  mortgagor,  made  after  he 
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had  parted  with  his  interest  by  the  settle* 
ment,  were  not  admissible  evidence  on 
behalf  of  the  mortgagee  (after  the  death 
of  the  mortgagor),  to  shew  that  money 
had  actually  been  advanced  upon  the 
mortgage.  Doe  dem^  Sweetland  ▼.  Web^ 
ber,  733.  • 

S.In  an  action  brought  to  recover  back 
notes  delivered  to  the  defendant  by  the 

{)laintiff,  the  plaintiff  proved  that  the  de- 
endant,  who  was  executor  of  fT.,  having 
questioned  the  plaintiff  as  to  her  having 
possession  of  some  property  belonging  to 
W,j  the  plaintiff  handed  the  notes  over 
to  the  defendant,  stating  that  W,  had 
given  them  to  her,  the  plaintiff!  before 
her  death.  The  defendant  did  not  deny 
the  statement,  but  had  no  means  of  know- 
ing its  truth  or  falsehood.  There  was 
contradictory  evidence  as  to  whether  the 
defendant  said  that  he  would  keep  the 
notes,  or  that  he  would  keep  them  to  be 
returned  to  the  plaintiff  on  request.  The 
notes  had  been  seen  in  the  plaintiff's  pos* 
session  before  W^s  death.  Other  evidence 
was  given,  as  to  the  fairness  of  the  con- 
duct of  the  plaintiff  respecting  W*s  pro- 
pernr  in  general : 

Held,  that  the  declaration  made  by  the 
plaintiff  might  go  to  the  jury  as  evidence 
m  her  favour,  on  the  ground  (though  very 
slight)  of  acquiescence  in  its  truth  by  the 
defendant,  and  also  as  being  a  part  of 
the  res  gestse  on  the  occasion  of  the 
defendant's  obtaining  the  notes,  and  as 
giving  a  character  to  the  whole  conduct 
of  the  plaintiff.   Haydep  r.  Gymer,  16S, 

IH.  Attestation. 

1.  Evidence  of  attesting  witness  of  will, 
when  dispensed  with. 

A  bill  was  filed  in  Chancery  against 
several  defendants,  whereupon  an  issue 
of  devisavit  vel  non  was  ordered,  in  which 
the  defendants  in  Chancery  were  plain- 
tiffs, and  the  plaintiff  in  Chancery  defend- 
ant, respecting  a  will  of  Af .,  mentioned 
in  the  proceedings,  devising  real  property. 
The  issue  was  found  in  the  affirmative, 
and  the  bill  dismissed.  At  the  trial  of 
the  issue,  one  of  the  three  attesting  wit- 
nesses to  the  will  swore  to  its  execution. 
The  plaintiff  in  Chancery  afterwards 
brougnt  ejectment  on  his  own  demise,'  as 
heir  at  law  of  ilf  .,  against  one  of  the  de- 
fendants, who  claimed,  as  devisee  of 
ilf.,  for  the  premises  which  had  been  the 
subject  of  the  issue.  After  the  action  of 
ejectment  was  commenced,  judgment  was 
entered  up  on  the  issue  from  Chancery  in 
3R  th« 
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the  court  of  law  in  which  it  had  been 
tried.  An  order  of  Court  was  made  in 
the  action  of  ejectment,  that  the  short- 
hand writer's  and  Judge's  notes  of  the 
evidence  of  such  witnesses  on  the  trial 
of  the  issue,  as  should  be  dead  before  the 
trial  of  the  ejectment,  should  be  read  at 
the  latter  trial. 

On  the  trial  of  the  ejectment,  the  de- 
fendant gave  evidence  of  these  several 
proceedings,  and  proved  the  former  tes* 
timony  of  the  abov^mentioned  witness, 
who  was  dead,  from  the  short»hand 
writer's  notes ;  and  he  produced  a  will, 
which  was  identified  with  that  proved 
on  the  trial  of  the  issue  out  of  Chancery : 
Held,  that  this  was  sufficient  proof  of  the 
execution  of  the  will,  though  another 
attesting  witness  was  present  at  the  trial 
of  the  ejectment ;  but  that  without  proof 
of  the  evidence  of  the  deceased  witness, 
such  proceedings  would  not  have  been 
proof  of  the  execution.  Wright  v.  Zhe 
dem,  Tathamy  3. 

3.  When  attesting  witness  to  promis- 
sory note  must  be  called.    Statuteil.T. 

(2>  [2]. 

5.  When  codictl  to  will  supplies  defec- 
tive attestation. 

A  will  or  codicil  containing  a  devise  of 
real  estates,  but  not  duly  witnessed,  is 
eood  if  confirmed  by  a  subsequent  codicil 
having  the  proper  attestation,  though  the 
latter  document  be  in  no  way  annexed 
to  the  will  or  prior  codicil,  and  thoush 
the  attesting  witnesses  to  the  latter  codi- 
cil did  not  see  the  former  one,  or  the 
will :  Semble,  however,  that  the  instru- 
ment relied  upon  as  confirming  a  previous 
one  should  distinctly  refer  to  it.  Utterton 
y.  Robins,  423. 

IV.  Evidence  of  previous  le^  pro- 
ceedings, and'  of  evidence  then  given. 

1.  Seean/^,III.l. 

2.  In  ejectment  on  the  several  demises 
of  a  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  the  defend- 
ant offered  to  prove  that,  seven  or  eight 
years  back,  and  after  the  execution  of 
the  mortgage,  he  brought  ejectment 
against  the  mortgagor  (at  that  time  in 
possession) ;  that  the  cause  was  referred 
to  arbitration ;  and  that  the  award  was 
in  favour  of  the  now  defendant,  who 
thereupon  entered  under  a  writ  of  pos- 
session, and  had  occupied  the  premises 
ever  since :  Held,  that  these  proceedings 
were  not  admissible  evidence  for  the  de- 
fendant against  the  mortgagee,  although 
he  was  present  at  one  meetmg  before  the 


arbitrator ;  it  not  appearing  that  he  took 
any  part  in  the  proceedings.  Doe  dewu 
Smith  Y.WMery  119. 

J.  A.  being  seiaed  of  two  closes^  which 
he  claimed  as  heir  at  law,  conveyed  one 
to  B.  Both  A.  and  B.  were  afterwards 
ousted  by  C,  and  brought  actions  of 
ejectment  against  him  for  the  premisea 
respectively,  which  they  recovered.  B. 
was  again  dispossessed  by  C,  and  again 
brought  ejectment  a^nst  him,  claiming 
the  same  premises  as  m  the  former  action, 
and  by  the  same  title.  On  the  trial,  B. 
oflered  to  prove  the  deposition  made  by 
a  witness,  since  deceased,  upon  the  trial 
of  the  former  ejectment  between  A.  and 
C\:  Held,  that  the  evidence  was  inad- 
missible. 

The  former  action  of  ejectment  be- 
tween B.  and  C.  was  called  on  for  trial 
immediately  afler  that  in  which  J.  ob- 
tained a  verdict  against  C.  The  counsd 
for  C  in  the  second  ejectment  said,  they 
would  not  trouble  the  Court  in  this  caie, 
the  evidence  in  both  bdng  the  same,  but 
would  consent  to  a  ver£ct,  which  was 
immediately  taken  for  the  plaintiff:  Held, 
that  this  could  not  be  considered  as  proof 
of  an  agreement  between  the  parties, 
that  the  evidence  given  in  the  first  cause 
should  be  considmd  as  repeated  in  the 
second ;  but  that  the  party  relying  on 
such  agreement  must  shew  it,  either  by 
the  Judge's  notes,  or  by  some  other  dis- 
tinct proof.  Doe  dem,  Foster  v.  JSsr^  <^ 
Derby,  783. 

4.  Former  award.    Arbitrator,  i* 

V.  Writings* 

1.  A  person  producing  documents  under 
a  subpcena  duces  tecum  need  not  be  swonv 
if  the  party  by  whom  he  b  called  does 
not  wish  to  examine  him.  Perry  v. 
Gibson,  48. 

2.  Letter  from  employer  to  agent 
Bankrupt,  II.  3. 

3.  Document  referred  to  in  a  docu^ 
ment  produced.    Guaranteeyl* 

4.  On  the  trial  of  an  action  by  vendee 
of  an  estate  agunst  the  auctioneer,  to  re*- 
cover  the  deposit  upon  a  failure  of  title, 
the  auctioneer's  receipt  and  the  condi- 
tions of  sale  were  produced,  one  of  which 
conditions  prescribed  the  execution  of 
an  agreement  bv  the  vendee.  It  further 
appeared  that  there  was  a  written  agree- 
ment respecting  the  sale  signed  by  the 
plaintiff:  Held,  that  the  ddfendant  was 
entitled  to  ask  whether  that  agreement 

t  related  to  the  deposit,  as  the  answer  might 
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make  it  incumbent  on  the  planitiff  to 
produce  the  writing  as  part  of  his  case. 
Curtis  ▼.  Greaied,  167. 

VI*  Evidence  of  sanity. 

A  question  having  arisen  as  to  the  sa- 
nity of  a  devisor,  letters  were  tendered  in 
evidence,  which  had  been  found  among 
his  papers  shortly  after  his  death,  written 
to  him  by  persons  of  his  acauaintance,  of 
whom  all  but  one  were  dead ;  one  of  the 
letters  purporting  to  be  an  answer  to  a 
letter  written  by  the  devisor.  Qiuere^ 
Whether  such  letters  were  admissible,  as 
shewing  that  the  devisor  was  treated  by 
his  acquaintance  as  a  person  of  sound 
mind.     Wright  v.  Doe  dem.  Taiham^  3. 

VII.  Evidence  of  diploma  of  degree. 

To  prove  that  a  party  had  received 
the^  degree  of  Doctor  of  Medicine  in  the 
University  of  St.  Andrew*s,  a  sealed  in- 
etniment  and  a  written  paper  were  pro- 
duced :  the  sealed  instrument  purported 
to  be  a  diploma  of  the  degree  conferred 
by  the  university,  and  it  was  proved  that 
a  person  at  St,  A,,  calling  himself  the 
university  librarian,  had  shewn,  as  the 
university  seal,  in  a  room  which  he  stated 
,  to  be  the  university  library,  a  seal  corre- 
sponding to  that  on  the  instrument  pro- 
duced. The  written  paper  was,  on  the 
face  of  it,  an  act  of  the  university  confer- 
ring the  degree,  and  it  was  proved  that, 
in  Uie  same  room,  the  same  person,  with 
other  persons  calling  themselves  professors 
of  the  university,  had  shewn,  as  the  book 
of  acts  of  the  university,  a  book  contain- 
ing an  entry  agreeing  with  the  written 
paper:  Held  to  be  sufficient  proof.*  Col- 
wu  V.  Carnegie,  695. 

See  Slander,!. 

VUI.  Evidence  of  surrender  of  copy- 
hold. 

A  record  in  the  record  book  of  a 
manor,  of  admittance  to  a  copyhold,  re- 
citing a  surrender  of  the  same  copyhold 
to  the  use  of  a  will,  is  admissible  evidence 
of  the  surrender,  the  steward  not  being 
able  to  find  the  surrender  itself  on  the 
roll  or  elsewhere,  and  the  surrenders  bein^ 
irreeuiarly  kept  in  the  manor,  althougn 
all  the  other  surrenders  were  either  pre- 
served or  recorded  on  the  roll.  Bex  y. 
The  InhabUanit  of  Tknuerott,  136. 

IX.  Presumptive  evidence  of  grant  of 
tidie.    T^e,  1. 

X.  Evidence  of  contract  by  act  of 
parties.   Agreemeni^e,    Hiring, 5. 

^  XI.  Evidence  of  titie  to  protect  from 
distress  for  rent-charge.  Rent-charge^  9. 


XII.  Perambulations. 

On  the  question  whether  certain  land 
be  part  of  the  plaintiiPs  estate,  or  waste 
of  the  manor,  a  perambulation  of  such 
manor,  by  the  lord,  including  the  land  in 
(Question,  is  evidence,  as  shewing  an  asser- 
tion of  ownenhip  by  the  lord,  though  it 
be  not  proved  that  any  person  on  twhalf 
of  the  plaintiff  was  present  at  the  peram- 
bulation, or  knew  or  it.  Woolway  v.  Rowe, 
114. 

XIII.  Impeachment  of  tide  of  party 
through  whom  party  giving  evidence 
claims. 

In  defence  to  an  action  of  ejectments 
it  may  be  shewn  that  the  parues  und^r 
whom  the  plaintiff*  claims,  had  no  titie 
when  th^  conveyed  to  him,  although  the 
defendant  himself  claims  by  a  conveyance 
from  the  same  parties,  if  the  latter  con- 
veyance was  subsequent  to  that  which 
the  defendant  seeks  to  impeach.  Doe 
dem.  OUver  v.  PoweU^  531. 

XrV.  Swearing  of  witness* 

Ant^,  V.  1. 

XV.  Incompetency  from  interest. 

Inhabitants  on  a  road  indictment.  Sta* 
tiae,hl6. 

EXCHANGE,  BILL  OF. 

See  Bill  <^  Exchange  and  PnmUiory 
Note. 

EXECUTION,  UNDER  A  JUDG- 
MENT. 

1.  How  far  a  protection  against  dis- 
tress.   Distreu,  1. 

S.  At  what  time  a  defendant  must  be 
charged  in  execution. 

Where  a  trial  took  place  in  the  vaca- 
tion, and  judgment  was  entered  up  against 
the  defendant  as  of  the  preceding  term, 
and  the  defendant  surrendered  in  dis- 
charge of  his  bail  in  the  same  yscB* 
tiona  Held,  that  the  defendant  must 
be  charged  in  execution  before  the  end 
of  the  next  term.    Borer  v.  Baker,  860^ 

EXECUTION  OF  POWER, 
See  Power,  1. 

EXECUTOR  AND   ADMINIS* 
TRATOR. 

1.  When  administrator  hat  sufficient 
property  to  maintain  troren  Canal 
Act,  9. 

3  R  9  it.  Evi- 
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9.  Evidence  under  plen^  administravit. 
Wbere  an  executor  pleads  plen^  ad- 
ministraviti  and  shews  payments  made  by 
him  to  the  extent  of  the  assets  proved  by 
the  plaintiflT  to  have  come  to  nis  hands, 
the  plaintiff  mav  shew  in  answer  that  the 
funos  so  applied  did  not  come  to  the  de- 
fendant as  eiecutor,  but  were  handed  to 
him  in  trust  to  pay  the  testator's  debts, 
and  were  not  piart  of  the  assets  at  first 
proved  to  have  come  to  his  hands.  Mart* 
torn  V.  DamneSfSl, 

8.  To  what  costs  executors  are  liable. 
Staiuie,  I.  54.  (5). 

4.  Executor  de  son  tort,  by  what  con- 
tracts bound. 

Lessee  of  premises^  under  a  covenant 
of  re-entry  if  the  rent  should  be  in  arrear 
twenty-eight  days,  died  in  bad  circum- 
stancesy  and  his  brother  became  executor 
de  son  tort.  B,,  the  brother,  agreed  with 
the  landlord  to  give  him  possession,  and 
suflfer  the  lease  to  be  cancelled,  on  his 
abandoning  the  rent,  which  was  twenty- 
eight  days  m  arrear.^  B.  afterwards  took 
out  letters  of  administration : 

Held,  that  the  agreement  of  IT.,  as  exe- 
cutor de  son  tort,  did  not  conclude  him 
as  rightful  administrator,  nor  give  a  right 
of  possession  to  the  landlord  who  had 
entered  under  the  agreement,  but  who 
bad  not  made  any  formal  claim  in  respect 
of  the  forfeiture,  nor  taken  a  regular  sur- 
render of  the  lease.  Doe  dem,  Hornby 
V.  OUim,  49. 

FINAL. 

When  a  decree  in  Chancery  will  be 
said  to  be  final*    Appeal,  4. 

FINE. 

What  shall  be  fine  with  proclamations. 

The  date  of  the  chirograph  of  a  fine 
was  two  days  later  than  the  day  of  the 
first  proclamation,  both  days  being  in  the 
same  term|  three  other  proclamations 
were  duly  made  in  the  three  following 
terms : 

_  Held,  to  be  a  good  fine  with  proclama^ 
tions.    Doe  dem,  Flemng  v.  Fordy  758. 

FORCIBLE  DETAINER. 
Statute,  L  1. 

FORaBLE  EJECTMENT* 
StaMe,h\. 
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FORCIBLE  ENTRY. 
Statute,!.  1. 

FRAUD. 

Action  to  recover  money  paid  under 
misrepresentation.    AuumpsU,  lY.  1. 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 
Statute,  I.  8.     Guarantee,  1. 

FREE  WARREN. 

Warren. 

GAOL. 

Power  of  justices  under  stat.  4  G.4. 
c.  64.    Statute,  I.  S3. 

GOODS. 

1 .  Assumpsit  for  goods  sold.  Auump' 
sU,  III. 

2.  When  delivered.    Bankrupt,  IL  4. 

GRANT. 

1.  What  is  presumption  of  grant  of 
tithe.     Ttthe,  1. 

S.  What  is  grant  of  free  warren,  ap- 
purtenant, or  in  gross.     Warren. 

GROSS. 
Free  warren  in  gross.     Warren. 

GROWING  CROPS. 

1.  When  distrainable.    Diiireu,  I. 
S.  Whose  property.    Arbitrator,  2. 

GUARANTEE. 

1 « In  assumpsit  for  the  debt  of  another, 
statement  of  consideration. 

Assumpsit  on  the  following  gutfantee: 
—  **  You  will  be  so  good  as  to  withdraw 
the  promissory  note;  and  I  will  see  yaa 
at  Chrittmat,  when  you  shall  recdve 
from  me  the  amount  of  it,  together  with 
the  memorandum  of  my  son's,  making  in 
the  whole  45/."  A  promissory  note  ibr 
SSl.  made  by  the  defendant's  son,  and 
payable  to  the  plaintiff,  was  proved  at 

the 


GUARANTEE,  2,o. 

the  trial;  but  not  the  memoranduin. 
The  guarantee  was  proved,  and  a  sub- 
sequent admission  by  the  defendant  that 
he  had  to  pay  the  plaintiff  45/.  due  from 
his  son: 

Held,  first,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
bound  to  produce  the  roeinorandum ; 
secondly,  that  the  consideration,  viz.  the 
withdrawing  of  the  note,  was  sufficiently 
stated  to  satisfy  the  statute  of  frauds, 
though  the  amount  and  maker's  name 
were  not  specified,  there  being  no  evi- 
dence of  any  other  note  to  which  the 
agreement  could  apply.  Shortrede  v. 
Cheek,  57. 

2.  What  evidence  of  document  re- 
ferred to  i n  guaran tee  necessary.    Anti,  1  • 

5.  Whether  agreement  using  the  word 
** guarantee"  be  rightly  described  as  pro- 
mise to  pay ;  if  not,  whether  variance 
amendable.    Amendment,  1. 1. 

HIGHWAY. 

1.  Requisites  of  indictment  for  non- 
repair.    Indictment,  5. 

3.  Requisites  of  indictment  for  en- 
croachment.   Indictment,  4. 

3  Whether  inhabitants  competent 
witnesses  on  trial  of  indictment  under  54 
G,3.  e.  170.    Statute,!.  16. 

HIRING. 

1.  Creation  of  contract,  where  con- 
tract of  apprenticeship  rescinded.  Agree- 
ment, 6, 

8.  When  contract  inferred  from  acts. 
Pott,  S. 

3.  Effect  of  bankruptcy  on  contract. 

A  commission  of  bankrupt  does  not 
operate  as  a  dissolution  of  the  contraet 
of  hiring  between  the  bankrupt  and  hb 
clerk. 

If  the  clerk,  being  hired  for  a  year, 
continue  in  the  bankrupt's  office  after 
the  bankruptcy,  and  then  in  the  middle 
of  the  year,  by  mutual  consent,  the  con- 
tract be  rescinded,  on  the  understanding 
that  the  clerk  is  to  be  p«d  rateably  for 
his  services  during  the  current  year,  the 
clerk  is  not  barred  by  the  certificate  from 
recovering  all  the  wages  due  from  the 
expiration  of  the  year  last  before  the 
commission  up  to  the  time  of  rescinding, 
no  part  of  such  wages  being  proveable 
under  the  commbsion.  The  provision 
in  6  G.  4.  0.16.  ».48.  for  payment  of 
derks  and  servaats,  makes  no  di&rence 
in  this  respect. 
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A  jury  may  infer  such  an  undentasd- 
ing  from  the  clerk  having  continued  afker 
the  bankruptcy  in  the  bankrupt's  office 
as  long  as  the  bankrupt's  brother  re« 
mained  there  managing  the  business  (aa 
he  bad  also  done  for  a  month  before  the 
bankruptcy),  although,  in  fact«  there  was 
nothing  for  the  clerk  to  do  after  the 
bankruptcy.    J^omoi  v.  Wiihami,  685. 

4.  Settlement  by  hiring  and  service. 
Poor,\L 

5.  Settlement  by  luring  tenement. 
Poor,  IV. 

HORSE. 
Warranty  of.    See  Warranty^ 

HUNGERFORD  MARKET 
COMPANY. 

Construction  of  act.    Statute,  II.  4. 


HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
Baron  and  Feme. 

INCUMBRANCE. 

1.  When  a  benefice  is  shewn  to  be  in- 
cumbered.   Statute,  I.  9. 

s.  Whether  estate,  when  incumbered^ 
can  be  said  to  *<  devolve"  within  mean- 
ing of  a  will.    JVutt,  SM/Hng. 

INDICTMENT. 

1 .  Rfiect  of  misreciting  year  of  statute. 
Statute,  IV. 

2.  For  conspiracy.    Conspiracy,  l. 
9.  For  non-repair  of  highway. 

An  indictment  charged  that  the  in- 
habitants of  the  townships  of  Bondgata 
in  Auckland,  Newgate  in  Auckland,  and 
the  borough  of  Auckland,  in  the  parish  c^ 
St.  Andrew  Auckland,  were  immemorially 
liable  to  repair  a  highway  in  the  town  of 
Bishop  Auckland,  in  the  parish  of  St. 
Andrew  Auckland^  and  no  consideration 
was  laid :  Held  bad,  on  motion  in  arrest  of 
judgment, as  not  shewing  that  the  highway 
was  within  the  defendant's  district : 

Held,  to  be  no  objection,  that  the  in- 
habitants of  the  three  townships  were 
charged  conjointly.  Rex  v.  InhMtants 
of  Bishop  Auckland,  744. 

4.  For  encroachment  on  highway. 

An  indictment  charged  that  defend- 
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ant,  at  the  township  of  W^  on  a  highway 
there,  leadine  from  a  highway,  leadmg 
from  the  village  of  W.  toward*  C,  to 
another  h^way,  leading  from  the  village 
of  W.  towards  L^  by  a  wall  thtre^  ex- 
tending into  the  said  highway,  by  him 
erected,  had  encroached,  ftc:  Held,  that 
the  indictment  was  not  uncertain,  and 
that  "*  there"  and  "^said"  coold  be  re- 
ferred only  to  the  highway  first  men- 
tioned.    RcjF  V.  Wright^  4^4. 

5.  Count  for  conspiracy,  when  too 
general.    Statute^  IV. 


INt'ERIOR  COURT. 

1.  Writ  of  trial  in. 

1-  ^werofjudge,astocosts.  Cogii^S, 

2.  What  to  be  shewn,  on  motion  for 
new  trial,  after  trial  in  inferior  Court. 
TVw/,  New. 

II.  When  judgment  of  inferior  Court 
amendable  above. 

1.  By  the  proceedings  of  a  local  court 
returned  into  K.  B.  on  writ  of  error,  it 
appeared  that  the  declaration  below 
charged  that  the  defendant  was  indebted 
to  the  plaintiff,  within  the  jurisdiction, 
for  mon^  then  and  there  lent.  On  mo- 
tion made  in  K.  B.,  by  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  that  the  transcript  sent  up  might 
be  amended  by  striking  out  the  words 
•*then  and  there,"  and  making  it  corre- 
spond  with  the  record  as  it  was  when  the 
writ  of  error  was  allowed,  it  was  stated  on 
affidavit,  that  the  words  were  inserted  by 
the  Court  below  (after  hearing  the  par- 
ties  upon  summons),  subsequently  to  the 
allowance  of  the  writ: 

Held,  that  this  Court  could  not  notice 
the  document  returned  as  a  transcript^ 
but  must  consider  it  as  the  record^  and 
could  not  amend  it  on  this  application. 
SaUer  v.  Sade,  608. 

2.  Certificate  of  inferior  court,  what  is. 
CerHficate. 

INHABITANTS. 

When  competent  witnesses,  on  road 
indictment.    Statute^  I.  16. 

IMPRISONMENT. 
See  Jnvsr^. 
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INN. 

1.  Responsibility  of  innkeeper. 

An  innkeeper  on  a  fiiir  day,  upon  being 
asked  by  a  traveller,  then  driving  a  gig  of 
which  he  was  owner,  ^  whether  he  bad 
room  for  the  horse?"*  put  the  horse  into 
the  stable  of  the  inn,  received  the  tra- 
vdler  with  some  goods  into  the  inn, 
and  placed  the  gig  in  the  open  street, 
without  the  inn  yard,  where  he  was  ac- 
customed to  place  the  carriages  of  his 
guests  on  fair  days.  The  gig  having  been 
stolen  from  thence,  Helci^  that  the  inn- 
keeper was  answerable.  Jones  v.  ISfler^ 
592. 

2,  What  loss  covered  by  insurance  on 
interest  in  inn  and  offices.    Inswance,  5. 

INNUENDO. 
In  declaration  for  slander.   Skmdert2. 


INQUISITION. 

On  forcible  entry,  ejectment,  and  de- 
tainer.   StatulCt  I.  1. 

INSOLVENT  DEBTOR. 
StatuU,  I.  27. 

INSURANCE. 

1.  Consolidation  rule.  ConsoSdatkntf 
Rule  in  Insurance  Causes. 

2,  Termiaation  of  adventure. 

An  insurance  was  made  on  a  ship  at 
and  from  5/.  Vincent^  Barbadoes,  and  all 
or  any  of  the  West  India  Islands,  to  her 
port  or  ports  of  discharge  and  loading  in 
the  Umted  Kingdom,  during  her  stay 
there,  and  thence  back  to  Barbadoes^ 
and  all  or  any  of  the  West  India  Colo- 
nies, until  the  ship  should  have  arrived 
at  her  final  port  as  aforesaid :  Held,  that 
the  adventure  terminated  at  the  place,  in 
the  West  India  Colonies,  where  she  sub- 
stantiallv  discharged  her  cargo  from  the 
United  Kingdom. 

The  ship  discharged  all  the  cargo,  ex- 
cept some  coals  and  bricks,  at  Barbadoes^ 
and  was  proceeding  elsewhere  for  a  fresh 
caivo.  It  became  a  question,  on  the 
evidence,  whether  die  coals  and  bricks 
were  retained  for  the  mere  purpose  of 
ballast.  The  jury  having  found  that  the 
caigo  was  substantially  dischaiged,  the 

Court 
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Court  refused  to  disturb  the  verdict. 
Moore  v.  Tatftor^  25. 

ff.  For  what  loss  assured  may  recover. 

An  innkeeper  having  insured,  against 
fire,  his  "  interest  m  the  inn  and  offices," 
cannot,  upon  such  inn  and  offices  being 
partly  burned,  recover  against  the  in- 
surers for  loss  sustained  by  his  hiring 
otho*  premises  while  his  own  were  being 
repaired,  and  by  the  refusal  of  persons 
to  go  to  the  inn  while  under  repur,  the 
insurers  having  re-instated  the  premises 
in  proper  time.  In  re  Wright  and  Pole, 
621. 

INTEREST  ON  MONEY. 

When  allowable,  on  writ  of  error. 
Staitae,L34.{3.). 

INTERESTED  PARTY. 

1.  Who  is,  so  as  to  make  declarations 
evidence.     Evidence^  II. 

2.  Rated  inhabitants.    Statute,  1. 16.  , 

JOINDER  OF  PARTIES. 
Baron  and  Feme,  1.    Agreement,  1. 

JOINT  DEMISE  IN  EJECTMENT. 
Ejectment,  2. 

JUDGE. 

1 .  Judge's  order.    Order  of  Judge. 

2.  Judges  of  inferior  court.  Inferior 
Court.    Certificate. 

JUDGMfiNT. 

1 .  Arrest  of,  for  misreciting  year  of  sta- 
tute in  indictment.    Statute,  iV.  ^ 

2.  On  error  upon  judgment  of  inferior 
court,  what  court  above  will  amend. 
Inferior  Court,  11.     Certificate. 

3.  What  judgment  void  under  In- 
solvent Debtors'  Act.   Statute,  I.  27.  (3.). 

JURORS. 

Annexation  of  panel  of  jurors  to  writ. 
Error,  1. 

JUSTICES. 

1.  Proceeding  on  fordble  entry,  eject- 
ment, and  detainer.    Statute,  1. 1 . 
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2.  Power  of  justices  as  to  builcting 
gaols.    Statute,  1.  23. 
See  further,  Magittraiet,  Quarter  Set' 
tions.  Special  Sestions. 

KING. 

;  By  what  Statutes  bound.  Statute,!. 29. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  Agreement  by  tenant  to  repair,  what 
avoids. 

Declaration  stated,  that  in  consider- 
ation that  the  defendant  had  become 
tenant  to  the  plaintiffi  of  premises,  upon 
the  terms  that  he  should,  during  his  said 
tenancy,  keep  the  premises  in  tenantable 
repair,  the  defendant  apeed  to  keep  the 
same  in  tenantable  repair  during  the  said 
tenancy.  It  was  proved  that  he  took  the 
premises,  by  written  agreement,  for  three 
years  and  a  ouarter,  and  engaged  to  keep 
them  in  good  repair  during  the  time  they 
should  be  in  his  occupation;  but  the 
agreement  was  neither  stamped  as  a  lease, 
nor  signed  by  both  parties : 

Held,  that  the  defendant  was  bound 
by  the  agreement  to  repair,  though  the 
agreement  was  void,  as  to  the  duration  of 
the  term,  by  the  statute  of  frauds :  and 
that  the  count  was  applicable.  Richard- 
son  V.  Gifford,  52. 

2.  What  a  landlord  may  distrain.  Du • 
trett,  1. 

LAYMEN. 

How  far  exemption  of  dean  and  chap- 
ter from  toU  exempts  their  lay  tenants. 
2W/,3. 

LICENCE. 

A.  having  a  liouse  in  which  he  was 
makinc  alterations,  adjoining  the  grounds 
of  B.,\\%  wife  wrote  to  B.  as  follows: — 
"  Before  the  last  coat  of  paint  is  put  on 
the  side  wall,  we  wish  to  place  a  window 
in  it,  and  it  can  be  finished  more  neatly 
with  your  permission  to  place  the  neces- 
sary ladder,  &c:  the  motive  for  doine 
this  is,  that  I  should  gain  a  more  cheerful 
view."  B.  answered  (by  letter),  ••  You 
are  welcome  to  place  a  ladder  in  mv 
grounds  near  your  house,  and  I  shall 
be  obliged  if  you  will  caution  the  work- 
men not  to  injure  the  shrubs."  A.  placed 
the  ladder,  and  made  a  window  m  the 
part  of  his  house  to  which  the  ladder 
3  R  4  was 
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was  applied,  overlooking  the  premiies  of 
B.^  who  was  absent  from  home  at  the 
time.  B.  afterwards  objected  to  the 
window,  and  wrote  as  follows; — **  When 
you  applied  to  me  for  permission  to 
place  a  ladder  in  my  grounds,  being 
without  a  friend  to  advise  with,  and  even 
without  knowing  exactly  the  situation  in 
which  your  window  would  be  placed,  I 
unfortunately  complied  with  your  re- 
auest,  without  consulting  my  own  com- 
fort:" 

Held,  that  the  first  two  letters  did  not 
shew  a  consent  by  B,  that  A,  should 
open  a  window  overlooking  ^.'s  grounds ; 
that  the  third  letter,  being  written  after 
the  whole  transaction,  could  not  be  re- 
sorted to  in  proof  of  such  consent,  and, 
even  if  available,  did  not  prove  the 
consent  relied  upon ;  and,  consequently, 
that  A.  could  not  justify  throwing  down 
a  wall  which  B,  had  built  on  her  own 
soil  after  the  completion  of  the  window, 
obstructing  the  access  of  light  and  air 
to  it. 

Qu»re,  whether  a  licence  to  the  owner 
of  a  house  to  enjoy  an  unobstructed 
access  of  light  and  air  to  his  new  window 
firom  over  his  neighbour's  premises  may 
be  given  by  parol,  or  is  an  easement,  to 
be  granted  under  seal  ? 

Supposing  that  such  licence  ma^  be 
given  by  parol,  quiere,  whether  it  is 
countermandable?  Bridga  v.  BUm- 
chard,  536. 

LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONS. 

1.  Under  stat.  81  Ja,  1.  c,  16.     5to- 
Me,  I.  7. 
S.  Under  local  act.    Canal  Act,  1,  9. 

LIMITATION      OF      USES     AND 
TRUSTS. 

1.  On  a  surrender  of  a  copyhold. 
CopyhM,  1. 

2.  In  a  devise.    Tnut,  Shifting. 

LIQUIDATED  DEMAND. 

Payment  of  liquidated  demand,  whether 
consideration  in  assumpsit.  Atsumpiii,  II. 


LOCAL  ACT. 


Statute,  II. 


LOCAL  COURT. 

In  an  action  tried  under  stat.  3  &  4  H^.  4, 
c,  42.  «.  17m  before  an  under  sheriff  the 
declaration  contained  special  counts  on  a 
promise  by  defendant  to  sell  a  chattel  ibr 
plaintiff,  at  a  price  not  below  4^  averring 
that  defendant  sold  the  same  at  an  in* 
ferior  price,  to  wit,  1/.  lOi.:  there  were 
also  common  counts.  Evidence  was 
given  for  the  plaintiff  of  the  spedal  con- 
tract, and  evidence  on  the  other  sde, 
tending  to  discharge  or  excuse  the  de- 
fendant ;  and  it  was  proved  that  defend- 
ant sold  the  chattel  for  I/.  11«.,  which 
he  had  not  paid  over.  Defendant,  when 
the  action  was  brought,  lived  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  requests  estab- 
lished by  a  statute,  which  enacted  that 
no  action  for  any  debt  below  40t .  should 
be  brought  against  any  person  residing 
within  the  jurisdiction,  except  in  that 
court.  The  act  was  insisted  upon  by  the 
defendant  at  the  trial.  The  juiy  found 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  ]/.  11 «. 

On  motion  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  or  verdict 
for  the  defendant,  or  for  a  suggestion 
under  the  local  court  act.  Held,  that 
this  Court  could  not  consider  the  action 
as  one  brought  merely  to  recover  a  debt, 
evidence  having  been  given  in  support 
of  the  special  counts,  and  there  beine 
nothing  to  shew  that  they  were  iuserted 
colourably. 

Also,  that  it  made  no  difference,  that 
the  under  sheriff  had  at  first' entered  the 
verdict  on  the  postek  as  taken  on  the 
count  for  money  had  and  received,  and 
afterwards  altered  it  to  a  raieral  verdict, 
on  the  application  of  the  plaintiff.  Mans* 
fiM  V.  Brearey,  347. 

LOSS. 

For  what  loss  party  may  recover  on 
insurance.    Inturance,  5. 

MAGISTRATES. 

When  they  shall  have  double  cosU. 
Statute,  I.  4. 
See  further,  JutOcei,  Quarter  Sanani, 
Special  Setnoru, 

MANDAMUS. 
1 .  To  Quarter  Sessions  to  hear  appeal. 


Appeal,  3. 


2.  When 


MANDAMUS,  2—4. 

9.  When  Court  will  interfere  with 
vestry  by  mandamus.     Vettry,  4. 

J.  When  clause  in  statute  taking  away 
certiorari  precludes  mandamus.  Cet' 
thrari^  II.  8. 

4.  Demurrer  to  return  to  mandamus. 

Where,  on  return  to  a  mandamus  (to 
admit  a  copyholder),  a  concilium  has 
been  obtained,  and  the  return,  on  argu- 
ment, held  sufficient  in  law,  and  a  pe- 
remptory mandamus  awarded,  the  Court 
will  not,  at  the  instance  of  the  party 
making  such  return,  direct  the  prosecutor 
to  demur,  in  order  that  the  case  may  go 
to  a  court  of  error. 

Qiiflfre,  Whether,  by  the  stat.  9  Ann. 
c.  20.  $,  2.,  the  return  to  a  mandamus  can 
be  demurred  to.  Rex  y.  The  Lord  of  the 
Manor  of  Oundle,  283. 

MANOR. 

What  is  a  grant  of  a  free  warren  ap- 
purtenant to  a  manor.     Warren, 

MARRIAGE. 
Conspiracy  to  marry  paupers.     Con- 
tpiraciff  1. 


MARSHAL. 

Warrant  appointing  Marshal  of  K.  B. 

377. 

MEDICINE. 
Right  to  practise  in  England,  Slander,  I « 

MEMORANDA. 

Aldenon,  J.  and  B.  2. 
Aicherley,  Seijt.  2. 
Baylev,  B.  2. 

Campbell^  Sir  J.,  Sol.  Gen.  and  Att, 
Gen.,  2. 
Denmany  Lord,  C.  J.  1 . 
Home,  Sir  W.,  Att.  Gen.  2. 
Jonet,  Seijt.  2. 
Parke,  J.  and  B.  2. 
Pepyt,  Sir  C.  C,  Sol.  Gen.,  2. 
Vaughan^  B.  and  J.  2. 
WiUiams,  B.  and  J.  2. 

MONEY  HAD  AND  RECEIVED. 
Assumpsit,  IV. 


NOTICE,  1—3. 
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MORTGAGE. 

Declarations  of  mortgagor,  when  evi- 
dence to  support  mortgage.  Emdenoe^ 
IL2. 

NEW  ASSIGNMENT. 
Pleading,  CM,  VIII. 

NEW  TRUL. 
See  Trial,  New, 

NON-REPAIR  OF  HIGHWAY. 
Indictment,  3.    Statute,  L  16. 

NOTE,  PROMISSORY. 

I    See  BiU  of  Exchange  and  Promiuory 
Note, 

NOTICE. 

1.  What  necessary,  to  prevent  appo* 
rent  ownership  by  bankrupt.    Bankrupt, 

n.  2. 

2.  What  necessary,  to  prevent  appa- 
rent ownership  by  insolvent  debtor.  Sta-^ 
tute,L  27,(1.) 

3.  By  commissioner  under  inclosure 
act. 

An  inclosure  act  directed  that  the  com- 
mbsioner  thereby  appointed  should  by 
his  award,  or  by  some  previous  writing  to 
^  annexed  thereto,  ascertain  the  quantity 
of  wheat  equal  to  the  annual  value  of 
the  tithes  in  the  parish  of  W.,  and  should 
afterwards  determine  the  value  of  such 
wheat  in  money,  and  charge  and  appor- 
tion the  amount  on  the  lands  and  tene- 
ments in  IV.,  which  sum  was  to  be  paid 
to  the  rector  quarterly,  the  first  payment 
to  be  on  the  25th  of  March  next  afler 
the  execution  of  the  award,  or  such 
earlier  day  as  the  commissioner  by  his 
award  or  by  such  previous  writing  should 
appoint;  and  the  tithes  were  to  ceaae 
from  the  apportionment  of  such  rent,  or 
at  such  otner  time  as  the  commissioner 
by  any  wriUng  should  appoint.  The  act 
also  directed,  that  if  any  person  should 
think  himself  aggrieved  by  anything  done 
in  pursuance  thereof,  he  might  appeal  to 
the  sessions  within  four  calendar  months 
next  after  the  cause  of  complaint  should 
have  arisen.  The  commissioner,  by  writ- 
ing dated  3d  of  Octcber  1832,  fixed  the 

corn. 
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OTICE,  4. 


com  rent  in  the  proportions  stated  in  a 
schedule  which  was  annexed,  and  ap- 
pointed the  payments  to  begin  from  the 
85th  of  December  then  next,  and  the 
tithes  to  cease  from  the  29th  of  September 
then  last.  His  award  was  not  made  till 
January  1 833.  The  rector  appealed  (more 
than  four  months  after  the  3d  of  October 
1838,  and  therefore,  as  it  was  held,  too 
late),  on  the  ground  that  his  equivalent 
for  the  tithes  was  assessed  too  low. 

The  act  directed,  that  all  notices  ne- 
cessary to  be  given  by  the  commissioner 
should  be  given  by  advertisement  in  a 
certain  paper,  and  by  affixing  such  notice 
on  the  church  door  eight  days  before 
the  time  for  doing  the  business  to  be  no- 
tified. The  commissioner,  on  executing 
the  above  writine,  sent  the  appellant  a 
copy  of  the  schedule,  with  notice  of  the 
tithes  having  been  extinguished  and  the 
com  rents  assessed,  but  the  schedule  in 
no  way  referred  to  the  writing.  He  also 
published  notices  in  the  newspaper  and 
on  the  church  door,  declaring  that  he 
had  assessed  the  corn  rents  by  writing  of 
the  5d  of  October,  which  was  deposited 
with  the  clerk  (whose  address  was  given) 
in  London;  and  these  last-mentioned  no- 
tices further  stated  the  days  when  the 
tithes  were  to  cease,  and  on  which  the 
rents  were  to  be  payable.  It  also  ap- 
peared by  a  correspondence,  that  the 
matter  which  formed  the  ground  of  the 
appeal  was  in  fact  known  to  the  appel- 
lant before  the  13th  o{  December  1832 : 

Held,  that  supposing  any  notice  to  the 
appellant  to  have  been  necessary,  (and, 
»emble,  it  was  not,)  he  had,  by  the  com- 
munications above  stated,  sufficient  no- 
tice of  the  cause  of  complaint  to  have 
appealed  within  four  months.  Eex  v. 
Nockoldt,  245. 

4.  Notice  to  vendee  of  terms  of  sale. 
Warranty, 

NUISANCE. 

1.  Who  is  liable  for. 

If  the  owner  of  land  erect  a  building 
which  is' a  nuisance,  or  of  which  the  oc- 
cupation is  likely  to  produce  a  nuisance, 
and  let  the  land,  he  is  liable  to  an  indict- 
ment for  such  nuisance  being  continued 
or  created  during  the  term. 

So  he  is,  if  he  let  a  building  which 
requires  particular  care  to  prevent  the 
occupation  from  being  a  nuisance,  and 
the  nuisance  occur  for  want  of  such  care 
on  the  part  of  the  tenant. 


ORDER  OF  SESSIONS. 

If  a  party  buy  the  reversion  durii^ 
a  tenancy,  and  the  tenant  afterwards, 
during  his  term,  erect  a  nuisance,  the 
reversioner  is  not  liable  for  it;  but  if 
such  reversioner  relet,  or,  having  an  op- 
portunity to  determine  the  tenancy,  omit 
to  do  so,  allowing  the  nuisance  to  con- 
tinue, he  is  liable  for  such  continuance. 
Per  lAtOedaie  J, 

And  such  purchaser  is  liable  to  be  in- 
dicted for  the  continuing  of  the  nuisance, 
if  the  original  revernoner  would  have 
been  liable,  though  the  purchaser  has  had 
no  opportunity  of  putting  an  end  to  the 
tenant's  interest,  or  abating  the  nuisance. 
Rex  V.  Pediey,  822. 

2.  To  highway.  Jm&hneiii,  3, 4.  Sttk- 
tide,  I.  16. 

OATH. 

Effect  of  Stat  1  &  2  H^.  4.  r.  60.  on 
oaths  imposed  on  vestrymen  by  former 
acts.    Statute,!.  31.  (sS 


ORDER  OF  JUDGE. 

1.  Counts  added  under. 

In  quare  impedit  by  the  crown  for  a 
presentation  forfeited  by  simony,  the  de- 
claration (of  Hilary  term,  1853)  stated 
the  simoniacal  contract  to  have  been 
made  between  A.,  B.,  and  C,  and  the 
consideration  to  have  been  the  granting 
of  a  lease  of  lands,  parcel  of  the  rectory, 
at  an  inadequate  rent.  In  Hilary  vaca- 
tion, 1 834,  counts  were  added,  by  leave 
of  a  judge,  stating  the  contract  to  have 
been  between  A.  and  B.  only,  and  the 
consideration  to  have  been  the  giving  up 
part  of  the  profits  of  the  ben^ce,  and 
executing  a  resignation  bond : 

Held,  that  these  counts  did  not  state  a 
new  cause  of  action,  and,  therefore,  migbt 
properly  be  added  under  a  judge's  order. 
Bex  V.  The  Archbishop  of  York,  394. 

2.  The  Court  will  not,  as  a  matter  of 
course,  review  an  order  made  by  a  judge 
at  chambers.  Bex  y.  7^  ArMukop  rf 
York,  394. 


ORDER  OF  SESSIONS. 

What  order  removable  by  certiorari. 
Case,  Special,  1.  Certiorari,  II.  2.  Sta- 
tute, L  13. 


OUTLAWRY. 


OCTLAWRY. 


PHYSICIAN. 
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OUTLAWRY. 

When  revenible. 

A  party  outlawed  on  ciyil  process, 
after  judgment,  and  on  his  petition  sub- 
sequently made  to  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Court,  aidjudged  to  be  discharged,  is  not 
entitled  to  a  reversal  of  the  outlawry, 
though  the  debt  on  which  the  outlawry 
is  founded  be  included  in  his  schedule. 
Dickion  y.  Baker^  85 J. 

OVERSEER. 

1.  What  is  a  supply  of  goods  to  poor 
by  overseer.    StahOcy  I.  17. 

8.  When  overseer  is  liable  for  goods 
supplied  to  the  poor. 

Jiy  the  practice  of  a  parish,  the  two 
overseers  were  always  rewpointed  once; 
but  one  of  them  acted  solely  for  one  of 
the  two  years,  and  another  for  another. 
The  acting  overseer  for  one  year  ordered 
coals,  which  were  sent  to  him,  and  dis- 
tributed by  him  among  the  poor  of  the 
parish;  the  seller  debited  the  parish  with 
them,  and  afterwards  sued  both  over- 
seers. The  acting  overseer  suffered  judg- 
ment by  de&ult: 

Held,  that,  upon  these  facts,  the  jury 
were  properly  told  to  consider  whether 
the  coals  were  supplied  for  the  parish, 
by  whom  the^  were  ordered,  and  wnether 
credit  was  given  to  the  acting  overseer 
onlv,  or  to  both  as  overseers;  and  to 
find  for  the  defendant  (the  overseer  who 
had  not  acted),  if  the  p)aintil&  relied 
solely  on  the  responsibilitV  of  the  acting 
overseer ;  but  otnerwise  for  the  plaintiff! 
Andthe  iury  havine  found  for  the  plaintiff, 
saying  that  the  cous  were  supplied  to  the 
parisn,and  the  overseers  were  jointly  liable 
as  such,  the  Court  refused  to  disturb  the 
verdict.    Eaden  v.  Titchmarth,  691. 


OWNER  OP  SHIP. 

When  registered  owner  is  liable  for 
repurs.    Ship, 

OWNERSHIP,  APPARENT. 
See  Apparent  Ownerthip. 

PANEL. 

Annexation  of  panel  of  jurors  to  dis- 
tringtu.    Error,  1. 


PARISH. 

See  Churchwarden:  Oveneer;  Poor; 
Statute,  1. 16.     Vestry. 

PARSON. 

1 .  Right  of  asugnees  of  insolvent  debtor 
over  his  benefice.    Statute,  I.  87.  (s.) 

8.  Sequestration  of  benefice.  Sequet^ 
tration. 

5.  What  shews  a  charge  on  the  bene- 
fice.   Statute,  I.  8. 

PARTICULARS  OF  DEMAND. 

1.  How  the  evidence  must  meet,  ilt- 
iumptit.  III. 

8.  Amendment  of.    Attumpiit,  III. 

PARTY  TO  ACTION. 

1.  Who  shaU  be.    Pleading,  Chfil,  I. 

8.  Party  to  one  action  of  ejectment, 
how  far  privy  to  party  in  another.  JE^vi- 
denee.  III.  1,,  IV.  8,  5. 

See  Res  inter  Alios. 

PARTY  WALL. 

How  far  subject  of  Hungerford  Market 
Act.    Statute,  11.  4. 

PAUPER. 

See  Poor. 

PAYMENT. 

1.  What  payment  of  a  debt  is  a  con- 
dderation  in  assumpsit.    Assumpsit,  II. 

8.  What  payment  answers  plea  of  sta- 
tute of  limitaUons.    Statute,  I.  7.  (8). 

PERAMBULATION. 
How  far  evidence.    Evidence,  XII. 

PERSONAL  ACT. 
Statute,  II. 

PHYSICIAN. 

Proof  of  right  to  practise  as,  in  Eng- 
land.   Slander,  1. 


PLEADING, 
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PLEADING,  CIVIL. 

I.  Party  to  action. 

I.  When  administrator  has  sufficient 
interest  to  sue.    Canal  Act^  2. 

3.  Joinder  of  parties.  Baron  and 
Feme,  I.;  Agreement,  1. 

II.  Demise  in  ejectment.  Joint  or 
several.     Ejectment^  2. 

III.  What  is  good  consideration.  At' 
sumvtit,  II. 

IV.  Which  party  is  to  allege  facts. 

1.  As  to  notice,  to  take  apparent  owner- 
ship of  debt  from  bankrupt.  Bankrupt, 
II.  2. 

2.  As  to  notice, to  take  apparent  owner- 
ship of  debt  from  insolvent  debtor.  StO' 
tute,L  27.(1), 

3.  As  to  usury.     Utwy. 

V.  Conclusion  of  plea.    Post,  VIII. 

VI.  How  far  admission  on  record  is 
estoppel.    Ettoppel,  1. 

VII.  What  IS  admitted  by  pleading 
over. 

A  plea  of  set-off*  stated,  that  the  plain- 
tiff* made  his  promissory  note  payable  to 
A,  C,  which  was  duly  indorsed  and  de- 
livered to  the  defendant  after  A,  C.'s 
death,  by  A.  C.U  administrator,  and  was 
unpaid.  Replication,  that  the  supposed 
cause  of  set-off'on  the  said  note  did  not 
accrue  to  defendant  within  six  years,  in 
manner  and  form,  &c. : 

Held,  that  this  replication  admitted, 
not  only  the  making  of  the  note,  but  the 
indorsement  of  it  to  the  defendant  by 
A.  C.*s  administrator,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant might,  therefore,  avail  himself  of 
memorandums  of  the  payment  of  interest, 
written  on  the  note  by  A,  C\  (before  Lord 
Tenterden^s  act.)  to  bar  the  statute  of 
limitations.     Gaie  v.  Capem,  102. 

VIII.  New  assignment. 

To  a  declaration  by  indorsee  against 
acceptor,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  he, 
to  accommodate  the  drawer,  and  without 
consideration,  wrote  a  qualified  accept- 
ance on  blank  paper,  and  delivered  the 
paper  to  the  drawer,  for  the  purpose  of 
nts  drawing  thereon  a  bill  at  nine  months; 
that  he  drew  a  bill  at  six,  which  was  the 
bill  declared  upon,  and  indorsed  it  with- 
out consideration  to  S,,  who  indorsed  it 
without  consideration  to  the  plaintiff^,  both 
indorsees  knowing  all  the  facts.  The  plain- 
tiff* new-assigned,  that  the  bill  pleaded  was 
not  the  same  bili  as  that  declared  upon^  but 
another,  for  that  the  former- was  accepted 


generally,  and  the  defendant  never  ac- 
cepted the  same  in  any  qualified  manner. 
Plea,  setting  out  as  before  a  qualified  ac- 
ceptance on  blank  paper,  for  the  tame 
purpose  as  above  mentioned,  and  alleg- 
mg  the  same  facts  as  to  the  drawing  and 
indorsing  of  a  bill,  which  the  plea  stated 
to  be  the  bill  above  newly  assigned,  omit- 
ting, however,  to  charge  that  the  bill  was 
given  without  consideration,  but  stating 
that  the  indorsements  were  made  "  with- 
out any  sufficient  consideration,  and  that 
the  indorsees  knew  that  the  paper  was 
delivered  for  the  purpose  of  a  bill  at  nine 
months  being  drawn  after  the  accept- 
ance." Replication,  that  the  bill  of  ex- 
change mentioned  in  the  last  plea  was 
not  the  bill  above  newly  assigned,  bat 
another  and  different,  with  conclnsion  to 
the  country:  On  demurrer. 

Held,  that  this  replication  admitted  the 
existence  of  the  bill  mentioned  in  the 
preceding  plea,  and,  therefore,  oogfat  to 
nave  concluded  with  a  verification. 

The  plaintiff*  having  obtained  leave  to 
amend,  replied,  "  that  the  defendant  did 
not  write  nis  qualified  acceptance  on  the 
said  blank  paper,  as  in  the  last  plea  men- 
tioned, in  manner  and  form,"  &c. ;  and 
concluded  to  the  countiy:  On  demurrer. 

Held,  that  this  was  in  substance  an 
allegation  that  no  qualified  acceptance 
was  written  on  the  bill  declared  upon  by 
the  plaintiff*;  that  it  was,  in  effect,  an 
answer  to  the  whole  plea,  and  that  issue 
might  properly  be  tendered  upon  iL  Hey» 
don  v.  Thontpson,  210. 

IX.  How  far  pleadings  can  raise  ques- 
tion whether  an  act  is  done  under  a  par- 
ticular authority.    Distreu,  5. 

X.  Of  what  year  a  statute  should  be 
pleaded  to  be.     Statute,  IV. 

XI.  Where  additional  counts  shall  be 
held  to  shew  new  cause  of  action.  Order 
of  Judge,  1. 

PLEADING,  CRIMINAL. 
Indictment, 

plen£:  administravit. 

What  is  evidence  under.  Executor  and 
Administrator,  2. 

POOR. 

I.  On  whom,  and  for  what,  poor  rite 
shall  be. 

I.  An 


POOR,!.  1— IV.3. 
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1.  An  act  of  parliament  enacted  that 
tlie  tithes  of  a  parish  should  be  held  in 
fee  by  A»^  who  was  owner  of  part  of 
the  lands  in  the  parish,  and  that  all  A,\ 
lands  in  the  parish  should  be  charged  with 
an  annuity  payable  to  the  vicar  for  the 
time  being,  who  had  previously  enjoyed 
the  small  tithes,  and  who,  by  an  agree- 
ment recited  in  the  act,  was  to  receive 
such  annuity  in  lieu  of  all  his  vicarial 
dues :  Held,  that  the  vicar  was  not  rate- 
able to  the  poor  in  respect  of  such 
annuity,  for  that  the  tithes  were  not  ex- 
tinguished. Rex  V.  The  Churchwardem 
and  Overseen  of  Great  Hambleion,  145. 

2.  By  a  statute,  which  incorporated  a 
company,  the  company  was  empowered 
to  purchase  land  and  erect  buildings 
thereon,  in  which  the  proprietors  were 
to  be  beneficially  interested  in  propor- 
tion to  their  -subscriptions,  and  such  in- 
terest was  to  be  personalty ;  and  it  was 
enacted  that  two  or  more  rooms  should 
be  provided  and  used  as  public  rooms  for 
transacting  business  relating  to  trade  and 
commerce,  and  suitably  furnished  for  the 
purpose.  One  of  the  rooms  so  provided 
was  supplied  with  newspapers  and  other 
publications,  and  non^proprietors  were 
admitted  upon  an  annual  subscription : 
Held,  that  the  company  was  rateable  for 
the  revenue  (after  deducting  the  expenses 
of  the  room)  arising  from  such  subscrip- 
tion, though  stock  in  trade,  profits,  and 
personalty  were  not  rated  in  the  parish, 
the  rate  being  taken  in  the  parish  upon 
the  fair  annual  value  of  the  property  to 
be  let. 

By  the  statute,  each  proprietor  was 
entitled  to  attend  the  room  without 
making  any  payment ;  and,  by  the  bye- 
laws  of  the  company,  each  proprietor 
was  entitled  to  a  payment  from  the  com- 
pany of  an  annual  sum  upon  every  share 
above  one  held  by  him ;  and  every  pro- 

Erietor  not  attending  the  room  was  paid 
y  the  company  an  annual  sum :  Held, 
that  the  company  was  not  rateable  for 
the  value  of  the  privilege  of  such  of  the 
proprietors  as  attended.  Rex  v.  7^ 
Company  of  Proprietors  of  the  Liverpool 
Exchange,  465. 

II.  Settlement  by  estate. 

A  devisee  of  a  copyhold  was  admitted 
after  he  had  resided  more  than  forty 
days  on  the  copyhold.  His  sog  became 
emancipated  after  the  expiration  of  the 
forty  days,  and  before  the  admittance: 

Held,  by  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  IMtk- 


dale  J.,  and  Patteson  J.,  Parke  J.  dissen- 
tiente,  that  the  father,  bjr  such  residence, 
gained  a  settlement,  which  was  commu« 
nicated  to  the  son.  Rex  v.  The  Inhabit' 
ants  of  Thruscross,  1S6. 

III.  Irremoveability  by  estate. 

A  house  in  the  parish  of  W.  was  let  to 
A^  and  B^  his  wife,  for  their  joint  lives, 
and  the  life  of  the  survivor.  A»  and  B, 
were  ejected  wrongfully  from  the  house, 
but  their  furniture,  and  a  person  who 
had  lodged  with  them,  remained  in  the 
house.  Afterwards  A.  assisted  the  lessor 
to  destroy  the  lease : 

Held,  that  after  these  transactions  A, 
and  B*  continued  irremoveable  from  W,^ 
though  they  had  become  actually  charge* 
able.  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Mat' 
lock^  124. 

IV.  Settlement  by  renting  a  tenement* 

1.  Under  stat.  1  ^.4.  c.  18.  no  settle- 
ment is  gained  by  occupying  the  same 
tenement  for  a  continuous  year,  the  occu« 
pation  during  part  of  the  year  being  under 
one  hiring  for  a  year,  and  during  the  re- 
mainder under  another  hiring  for  a  year. 

If  W^  heuifs,  tenant  from  year  to  year 
to  C,  let  to  T,  from  ye»t  to  year,  and 
W,  give  up  his  own  interest  to  C.  by 
verbal  agreement,  and  afterwards  T.  agree 
verbally  with  C,  to  become  his  tenant 
from  year  to  year,  such  last  agreement 
is  a  new  hiring  by  71,  and  pats  an  end 
to  his  former  hiring.  Rex  t.  The  Inha* 
bitants  of  Banbury  (Banbury  v.  Fam^ 
borough\  136. 

2.  A  person  hiring  a  house  and  stable 
for  a  year  in  a  parish  under  different 
landlords,  at  rents  amounting  together 
to  lO/L,  holding  such  house  and  stable, 
and  residing  in  the  house,  for  the  year, 
and  paying  the  whole  rent,  acquired  a 
settlement  in  such  parish,  under  the  act 
59  G.  3.  c.  50.,  though  the  house  and 
stable  were  entirely  separate  from  each 
other.  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Gos^ 
forthy  226. 

5.  A  person  rented  two  houses  under 
one  continuous  roof,  having  distinct  outer 
doors,  and  no  internal  communication  | 
he  took  the  whole  at  one  hiring,  but 
paid  distinct  rents  for  them  of  6/.  each 
per  annum,  occupied  one  house  himself, 
and  allowed  his  son  exclusive  possession 
of  the  other : 

Held,  that  by  such  renting  and  occu- 
pation for  a  year,  he  acquired  a  settle- 
ment under  6  G.  4.  c,  57.  t .  2,  Rex  v. 
TV  Inhabitants  of  Iver,  228. 

4.  A 
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4.  A  settlement  was  gained  ander 
6  (7. 4.  e.  57.  by  renting,  under  distinct 
hirings,  of  the  same  owner,  for  the  same 
year,  two  dwelling-bouses,  (one  of  which 
the  tenant  underlet,  and  never  personally 
occupied,^  at  the  rents  of  8/.  and  61.  a 
year,  in  difierent  parts  of  a  parish.  Rex 
T.  The  InhabUanU  of  Wootion,  23S. 

V.  Settlement  by  apprenticeship. 

1.  The  trustees  of  a  cbaritjr  established 
for  placing  out  poor  boys  of  a  parish  as 
apprentices,  bound  out  a  poor  boy  of 
the^  parish,  and  paid  the  premium.  The 
parish  officers  furnished  him,  from  the 
parochial  funds,  with  a  suit  of  clothes, 
all  of  which  would  not  haye  been  given 
to  him  at  that  time,  except  with  the 
prospect  of  his  being  bound;  but  no 
stipulation  was  made  on  the  subject  by 
or  with  the  master :  Held,  that  the  supply 
of  clothes  was  not  an  expense  incurred  by 
the  parochial  funds  within  56  G.3.  c,  139. 
sA  l.,and  consequently  that  the  indenture 
did  not  require  the  approval  of  two  justices. 
Mex  V.  The  Inhabitants  ofQuainton,  133. 

2.  A  boy  bound  out  by  a  parish  as  an 
apprentice  in  husbandly,  till  he  should 
be  twenty-one  years  of  age,  served  the 
master,  first  in  husbandry,  and  afterwards 
as  a  miner.  He  then  left  his  master,  and 
went  to  live  with  his  own  Neither  (who 
was  a  miner),  and  worked  with  his  father 
at  the  same  mine  at  which  he  had  worked 
with  his  master.  The  master  afterwards 
a^eed  with  the  father  that  the  appren- 
tice should  remain  with  the  father,  and 
the  indenture  be  given  up  on  a  subse- 
quent day, upon  the  payment  of  a  sum  of 
money.  On  the  day  appointed,  which 
was  before  the  passing  of  stat.  56  G.  3. 
c.  139.,  the  money  was  paid,  and  the  in- 
denture given  up  to  the  father.  The  son 
was  then  under  a^e.  He  worked  with 
the  father  as  a  miner  till  his  majority, 
when  the  indenture  was  given  up  to  him 
by  his  father.  From  his  first  coming  to 
his  father,  the  father  had  received  his 
w^es,  and  maintained  him : 

Held,  that  even  supposing  the  parties 
to  have  had  power  to  dissolve  the  appren- 
ticeship, ana  to  have  intended  to  do  so, 
it  was  not  dissolved  till  the  money  was 
paid ;  and  that  a  residence  of  forty  days 
between  the  makingr  of  the  agreement 
and  the  payment  of  the  money,  was  a 
residence  under  the  apprenticeship,  and 
conferred  a  settlement.  Rex  v.  TTie  In-' 
habitants  of  Gwinear,  152. 

3.  Pauper  agreed  by  parol  to  go  to  W., 


a  flannel  manufiusturer,  for  three  yean» 
to  learn  flannel  weaving,  and  was  to  be 
paid  half  his  earnings  and  find  himielf 
necessaries,  and  the  master  to  have  the 
other  half  for  teaching  him  the  art. 
Pauper  went  into  W?%  employ,  and  wow 
some  flannel ;  he  then  left  W.  by  consent, 
and  went  to  jS.,  another  flannel  mana- 
&cturer,  told  him  of  his  former  employ- 
ment with  >r.,  and  requested  E.  to  take 
him  on  the  same  terms ;  but  ^.  told  faim 
that  one  year  would  be  long  enough,  if 
he  was  a  good  boy.  They  had  also  some 
conversation  as  to  what  pauper  bad  learnt 
with  W.  The  sessions  further  stated, 
**  that  the  pauper  agreed  to  ^Xo  B.  for 
twelve  months  to  learn  weaving,  and  E, 
agreed  to  take  him,  and  teach  it,  and  give 
him  hdf  his  earnings;"  and  tiiat  the 
pauper  went  to  JS.,  and  worked  with  him 
for  the  year,  on  the  former  terms ;  tfa^ 
also  found  that  the  pauper  conld  not 
leave  or  be  turned  away  during  the  twelve 
months;  and  they  decided,  sut^ect  to  a 
case,  that  the  pauper  thereby  gained  a 
settiement : 

Held  (notwithstanding  the  condoAon 
drawn  by  the  sessions  as  to  the  power  of 
leaving  or  of  turning  away),  that  the  ob- 
ject of  the  pauper's  engagonent  with  E. 
was  learning,  not  service,  and,  therefore, 
that  it  was  an  imperfect  contract  of  ap- 
prenticeship. Rex  V.  The  Inhabitants  of 
Newtown^  238. 

VI.  Settlement  by  hirii^  and  service. 

Pauper  was  hired  as  a  shepherd  for  a 
term  rather  less  than  a  year,  ending  at 
Old  MuMelmas  1825,  when  he  was  to 
receive  5^.  lOt *  wages.  Upon,  and  for  a 
few  days  after.  Old  Michaelmas^  be  con- 
tinued to  live  with  and  work  for  his 
master  as  before,  but  without  any  new 
agreements  The  master  then  paid  the 
wages  to  the  pauper's  father,  who  had 
also  been  in  his  service  during  the  dwve- 
mentioned  term ;  and  asked  **  If  be  and 
his  sons  chose  to  go  on  with  him."  The 
father  consented.  The  wages  were  to  be 
the  same.  The  pauper  continued  in  the 
service  as  before,  till  Lady-day  1826, 
when  the  master,  bmng  about  to  quit 
the  farm,  paid  him  hb  wages  down  to 
that  time,  and  he  went  into  the  service  of 
the  in-coming  tenant : 

Held,  that  the  hiring  after  ISkka^lmss 
1825  was  not  a  general  hiring,  and  that 
the  service  under  it,  connected  with  that 
of  the  preceding  year,  did  not  give  a  set- 
tlement ;  and  the  Court  quashed  an  order 
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of  sessions  made  in  favour  of  such  settle- 
ment. Best  V.  The  InkabUanU  of  Ard&ng- 
ion,  260. 

VII.  What  b  a  supplying  of  the  poor 
within  Stat.  5  6.  3.  c.  137.  «.  6.  Sta- 
tute, I.  17. 

VIII.  When  overseers  liable  for  goods 
supplied  to  the  poor.     Overseer,  2. 

aI.  Conspiracy  to  marry  paupers.  Con- 
epiracy,  1. 

POSSESSION* 

1.  To  what  extent  evidence. 

A  mortga^  was  executed  in  1815, 
from  which  time  mortgagor  occupied  the 
premises  till  1825,  when  the  defendant 
obtained  possession,  and  ejectment  was 
brought  in  less  than  twenty  years  after 
1885  :  Held,  that  the  mortgagor's  posses- 
sion from  1815,  though  a  possession  of  less 
than  twenty  years,  entitled  the  mortgagee 
to  recover  against  the  defendant,  the 
latter  having  adduced  no  admissible  evi- 
dence  in  support  of  his  own  claim.  Doe 
dem.  Smith  v.  Webber,  119. 

2.  Meaning  of  the  word  in  a  will. 
Trutt,  Shifting, 

3.  Apparent  possession.  See  ApparerU 
Ownership, 

POSSIBILITY. 
Assignment  of.    Baron  and  Feme,  2. 

POSTEA. 
When  it  may  be  altered.    Local  Court, 

POVS^R. 

.  1.  What  shall  be  execution  of. 
A.  settled  lands,  of  which  he  was  seised 
in  fee,  to  such  uses  as  he  should  appoint 
by  deed  or  will,  and,  in  default  or  ap- 
pointment, to  the  use  of  himself  for  life, 
with  remainder  over.  Afterwards  A.  de- 
vised all  his  real  estates  whatsoever  and 
wheresoever,  and  all  his  estate,  right, 
title,  and  interest  therein,  and  all  lease- 
hold premises  whatsoever,  to  which  he 
might  be  at  the  time  of  his  decease  en- 
titled, and  all  his  household  furniture, 
money,  &c.  and  all  other  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever, 
upon  certain  trusts.  At  the  time  of 
making  the  will,  and  also  at  the  time  of 
his  death.  A,  was  seised  in  fee  of  lands 
besides   those   subject   to  the  power: 


Held,  that  the  devise  was  not  a  good 
execution  of  the  power.  Daties  v. 
Williams,  588. 

2.  Limitation  of  uses  on  surrender  of 
copyhold  to  appointment.     Copyhold,  1. 

PRACTICE. 

See  Amendment;  Arrest;  Attorney;  Bail; 
Capias;  Capias  ad  Satisfaciendum;  Cer* 
tificate  ;  Certiorari  ;  Concilium ;  Con- 
soUdation  Bute ;  Costs ;  Erasure ; 
Error  ;  Execution^  under  a  Judgment ; 
Inferior  Court;  Order  of  Judge  ;  Order 
of  Sessions;  Outlawry;  Particulars  of 
Demand;  Postea ;  Quarter  Sessions; 
Sequestration;  Sheriff;  Trial,  New; 
Trial,  Writ  of;  Variance  ;  Venire  de 
novo  ;  Venue^  change  of;   Verdict. 

PRESUMPTION. 

1 .  Of  grant  of  tithe.     TWie,  1 . 

2.  Of  usury.     Usury, 

3.  Of  charge  on  benefice.    Statute^  L 
2.(1). 

PRIVILEGE. 

1.  From  arrest.    Arrest^  5. 

2.  Of  Crown,  how  far  affected  by 
statute.    Statute,  I.  29. 

PRIVITY. 

To  party  in  action.  Evidence,  IIL  1<, 
IV.  2,  3. 

PROCESS. 

1.  Variance  between  process  and  de* 
claration.    Arrest  j  1. 

2.  Variance  between  judgment  and 
process.    Arrest,  2. 

PROCLAMATIONS.  4 

What  shall  be  good  fine  with  pro- 
clamations.   Fine, 

PROCTOR. 

Disbursements  by  attorney  for  business 
done  by  proctor.    Attorney,  2. 

PRODUCTION. 

1.  Of  deed  referred  to  in  warrant  of 
attorney,  to  negative  presumption  of 
charge  on  benefice.    Statute,  L  2.  (l). 

2.  Of  writings  in  general.    Evidence^  V. 

PRO- 
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REVERSAL  OF  OUTLAWRY. 


PROMISSORY  NOTE. 

See  BiU  of  Exchange  and  Promissory 
Note. 

PURCHASE. 
See  Assignment 

PURCHASER. 
See  Assignee  ;  Reversioner, 

QUARE  IMPEDIT. 

What  counts  can  be  added  under 
Judge's  order  without  introducing  new 
cause  of  action.     Order  of  Judge^  1 . 

QUARTER  SESSIONS. 

1.  Mandamus  to  quarter  sessions,  to 
bear  appeal.    Appeal,  3. 

2.  Effect  of  sending  case  back  to. 
Case^  Special,  1. 

3.  Finding  of  facts  by  quarter  sessions 
on  a  speciu  case,  how  far  conclusive. 
Poor,V.  3., VI. 

RATE. 

1.  For  Poor.    Poor^L    Distress,  5. 
9.  For  highway,  when  it  disqualifies 
witnesses.     Statute,  I.  16. 


RECORD. 


-Bi- 


1.  In  an  action,  how  it  estops. 
toppel,  1. 

S.  What  is  record  of  inferior  court, 
and  whether  amendable.  Inferior  Court, 
II.     Cert^/hate. 

3.  What  record  of  a  manor  is  evidence 
of  surrender  of  copyhold.  Evidence,  VIII . 

REGISTER  OF  SHIP. 

When  registered  owner  b  liable  for  re- 
pairs.   Ship. 

RENT  ARREAR. 

What  may  be  taken  under  distress  for 
rent  arrear.    Distress,  1. 

RENT  CHARGE. 

1.  Who  can  grant 

A  rent-charge  granted  for  life  by  a 


tenant  for  years,  is  not  void,  but  is  good 
as  a  chattel  interest.  Se^fery  t.  £/• 
good,  191. 

2.  Whose  goods  may  be  taken  under 
distress  for  rent- charge. 

The  goods  of  a  stran^r  not  shewn  to 
hold  the  premises  by  title  paramount  to 
the  rent-charge  (as  by  a  prior  demise^ 
may  be  distrained  for  the  arrears  of  a 
rent-charge.    Saffery  v.  Elgood,  191. 

RENTING  TENEMENT. 
See  Poor,  IV. 


REPAIR. 

1.  Agreement  to  repair,  how  affected 
by  invalidity  of  lease  as  to  duration  of 
term.    Landlord  and  Tenant,  1. 

2.  On  indictment  for  non-repdr  of 
highway,  who  may  be  witnesses.  Ste- 
tute.  Lie. 

3.  Requsites  of  incSctment  for  non- 
repair of  highway.     Indictment,  3. 

4.  When  regbtered  owner  of  ship 
liable  for  repairs.    jSSAtp. 

REPLEVIN. 
Pleading  in.    Distress^  3. 

RES  INTER  ALIOS. 

1.  When  award  is.     Arbitrator,  2. 

2.  What  legal  proceedings  are.  Evi- 
dence^ IV. 

3.  What  declarations  are.  Evidence, 
II.  1,  2. 

RESCINDING. 

1.  Rescinding  contract  of  apprentice- 
ship, so  as  to  create  contract  of  hiring. 
Agreement,  6. 

2.  Effect  of  bankruptcy  in  rescinding 
contract  of  hiring.    Hiring^  3. 

RETURN. 

1.  To  certiorari,  of  proceedings  on 
forcible  entry  and  detainer.  Statute,!.  1. 

2.  To  mandamus,  whether  it  may  be 
demurred  to.    Mandamus,  4. 


REVERSAL  OF  OUTLAWRY- 
When  it  may  be.    Outlawry. 


RE. 


REVERSIONER. 
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REA-ERSIONER. 

1.  At  what  time  be  may  sue  for  injury 
to  his  interest.     Canal  Act- 
S.  When  liable  for  nuisance.     Nid^ 
1. 


ROAD. 
See  Highway. 

RULE  OF  COURT. 

I.  General. 

I.  ilfl  37  G.5.    Eroiwre, 

S.  HU.  3  W.  4. 1,  f.  85.     Execution^ 
tmder  a  judgment^  8. 

5.  17  June^  1635.     BaU^  1. 

II.  Consolidation  rule.    \ContolidaHon 
Rule  t»  Imuranee  Causes, 

SAINT  ANDREWa 

1 .  Diploma  of  degree  at  the  University 
of  St.  Andreu^B^  how  proved.   Evidence. 

vn. 

8.  Efibct  of  degree  of  M.  D.  at  that 
University.    Slander^  1. 

SANny. 


VI 


What  admissible  in  proof  of.  Evidence^ 


SAVINGS  BANK. 


When  the  directors  must  appoint  an 
aibitrator. 

1.  The  directors  of  a  savings  bank  are 
not  «ompeUable  to  appoint  an  arbitrator, 
under  stat.  9  G.  4.  c.  98.  s.  45.,  for  the 
purpose  of  deciding  upon  the  claim  of 
persons  professing  to  apply  on  behalf  of 
a  body  of  depositors,  it  it  be  matter  of 
dispute  among  the  depositors,  whether 
the  applicants  be  entitled  to  represent 
the  body.  Bex  v.  Witham  Savings  Bank, 
581. 

8.  The  Court,  under  stat.  9  G.  4.  e.  98. 
s.  45.,  granted  a  mandamus,  calling  upon 
a  lavinn  bank  to  appoint  an  arbitrator 
to  decide  between  them  and  applicants 
in  whose  names  a  deposit  had  been  made, 
though  the  deposit  had  been  withdrawn 
by  the  person  who  made  it  for  the  appli« 
cants,  and  though  the  published  rules 
directed  that  a  duplicate  t)ook  of  the  de- 
posits should  be  delivered  by  the  bank, 
and  be  an  authority  for  paying  over  any 
sums  to  the  person  bringing  it  to  the 

Vol.  I. 


bank,  and  though  such  a  duplicate  was 
delivered  up  to  the  bank  when  the  depo- 
sit was  withdrawn.  Bex  v.  Cheadlp 
Savings  Bank^  383. 

SEQUESTRATION. 

1.  What  sequestration  good  against 
assignees  of  insolvent  clergyman.  StahUef 
I.87.(8> 

8.  Whether  bishop  should  be  made 
party  to  a  rule  to  set  aside  sequestration 
issued  by  him.    Statute,  1. 87.  (8). 

SERJEANTS. 
Warrant  respecting,  188. 

SESSIONS. 
See  Quarter  Sessions,  Speaal  Sessions, 

SET  OFF. 

What  replication  to  plea  of  set  off 
admits.     Pleading,  Civil,  VIL 

SETTLEMENT  OF  POOR. 
Poor,  U.,  III.,  IV.,  v.,  VL 

SETTLEMENT  OF  PROPERTY. 

Effect  of  voluntary  settlement,  as  to 
admissibility  of  declarations  of  settlor* 
Evidence,  11.  8. 

SHERIFF. 

L  Functions  o(  upon  writ  of  trial. 

I.  As  to  certifying,  with  reference  to 
costs.    Costs,  5. 

8.  As  to  altering  the  postek  Local 
Court. 

II.  New  trial  after  trial  before  sheriff. 
What  must  be  shewn  on  moving  for 

new  trial.    IVial,  New. 

III.  Agreement  with  sheriff  by  pur- 
chaser of  distrained  goods,  under  stat^ 
56  G.  3.  c.  SO.    Distress,  1. 

SHIFTING  TRUST. 
See  IHst,  ShiftiHg. 

SHIP. 
When  registered ,  owner  is  liable  for 
repairs. 

A  steam  vessel  was  let  b^  cbarterparty 
for  twelve  months,  the  registered  owners 
engaging  to  keep  the  engine  in  repair, 
8 
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SHIP, 


STAMP. 


hut  the  charterer  binding  himself  to  do 
all  other  repairs,  to  pay  all  wages,  and 
charges  of  navigating,  ^c.  and  to  indem- 
nify  the  owners  against  all  debts,  costs, 
damages,  expenses,  &c.  incurred  in  re- 
spect of  the  charterparty  and  employ* 
ment  of  the  vessel.  The  owners  were 
to  appoint  the  engineers.  The  charterer, 
who  acted  as  captain,  had  repairs  done 
to  the  yessel  by  persons  unacquainted 
with  the  above  contract} 

Held,  that  no  action  lay,  in  respect  of 
those  repairs,  against  the  restored 
owners,    Be^t^  v.  Davits  3 1 8. 

SIMONY. 

What  variation  in  the  description  of  a 
simoniacal  contract  shews  a  different 
cause  of  action  in  counts  added  by  a 
judge's  order,    Or(Ur  of  Judge,  i, 

SLANDER, 

1.  Proof  of  introductory  averment  as 
to  plaintiff's  character. 

Where  a  declaration  alleged  that 
pUuntiff  had  been  and  was  a  physician, 
and  exercised  that  profession  in  England, 
and  on  that  account  had  been  and  was 
called  Doctor,  meaning  Doctor  of  Medi- 
cine, and  then  stated  that  defendant  si  an* 
dered  plainti^in  his  character  of  a  phy* 
sician  practising  in  England,  and  denied 
his  right  to  be  called  a  Doctor  of  Medi- 
cine;  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  must  prove 
that  he  was  entitled  to  practise  as  a 
physician  in  England^ 
.  Such  proof  b  not  furnished  by  shew- 
ing the  met  of  his  having  so  practised. 

Nor  by  shewing  that  he  has  received 
the  degree  of  Doctor  of  Medicine  at  the 
University  of  5/,  Andrfw*s*  CoUtM  v. 
Oameme^  695. 

S.  What  may  be  shewn  by  innuendo, 
A  count  in  a  declaration  for  slander, 
laid  the  words  as  follows ;— **  You  have 
robbed  me  of  one  shilling  ^n  money;" 
and  the  innuendo  explained  the  meaning 
to  be,  that  the  plaintiff  had  fraudulently 
taken  and  applied  to  his  own  use  one 
shilling  received  by  him  for  the  defendant, 
being  the  produce  of  a  sale  of  some  tan 
sold  by  theplaintifffo^and  as  a  servant  to, 
the  defenciantj  but  the  facts  stated  In 
this  innuendo  were  not  alleged  by  any 
independent  avcurment  in  the  declaration : 
Helq,  that  the  innuendo  was  bad,  as  in*, 
troduolng  new  facts  j  and  that,  without 


the  innuendo,  the  count  did  not  chaig« 
words  actionable  in  themselves. 

There  were  good  counts  besides,  and 
special  damage  was  laid  at  the  end  of  the 
declaration.  Judgment  having  been  en- 
tered on  a  verdict  with  damages  generally, 
it  was  held  ill  on  error  brought :  and 

The  court  of  error  awarded  a  venire 
de  novo,    ZUtt/  v.  Eobhuonj  554, 

5.  How  special  damage  aids  defective 
counts,    ^R^,  2, 

4.  Evidence  of  special  damage. 

In  case  for  slanderous  words,  by  reason 
of  which  the  plaintiff  was  turned  out  of 
her  lodging  and  employment,  it  appeared 
that  the  defendant  complained  to  En 
the  mistress  of  the  house,  who  was  his 
tenant,  that  her  lodgers,  of  whom  the 
plaintiff  was  one,  behaved  improperly  at 
the  windows;  and  he  addea,  that  no. 
moral  person  would  like  to  have  sudi 
people  in  his  house.  E-  stated  in  her 
evidence,  that  she  (fismissed  the  plaintiff 
in  consequence  of  the  words,  not  be- 
cause she  believed  them,  but  because  she 
was  afraid  it  would  offbnd  her  landlord 
if  the  plaintiff  remained: 

Held,  that  the  action  was  maintain* 
able,  the  special  damage  being  the  con- 
sequence of  slanderous  words  used  by 
the  defendant.    Snight  v.  Gibbi,  49. 

SMUGGLING. 

What  warrant  will  support  committal 
under  stat  3  &  4  FK,  4.  p.  53.  SMtd^^ 
1,35, 

SPECIAL  CASE, 
CoiCf  Specials 

SPECIAL  DAMAGEa 
Damages* 

SPECIAL  SESSIONS. 

What  surveyor's  expenses  they  may 
allow,  so  as  to  take  away  certiorari, 
Slatu(0t  I.  13. 

OTAMP. 

Effbct  of  want  of  stamp  upon  a  wntten 
agreement  for  a  lease  for  years,  as  to  the 
agreements  in  the  lease.  Landlord  tmd 
Tenant,  1, 

STATUTE. 


STATUTE,!.  i,f. 
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STATUTE. 
I.  Decldons  on  particular  ptMo  sta» 
tutes. 

1.  8^.  6.  r.9,  Proceedingft  on  forcible 
entry, 

A  conTtction  under  stat.  8  J7. 6,  e.  9. 
•et  forth  8  complaint  made  to  two  justicei, 
of  an  entry  into  premises  of  the  complain* 
ant,  an  unlawful  ejectment,  and  a  forcible 
detainer  by  the  defendant]  that  the  jus- 
tices, on  personal  view,  found  the  de* 
fendant  forcibly  detaining,  according  to 
the  complaint,  and  that  Tie  was  therefore 
convicted  by  them  of  forcible  detainer 
by  their  own  view.  The  defendant  gave 
a  written  notice  to  the  justices,  after  the 
eonviction,  denying  the  force,  and  com- 
plunant's  possession.  On  an  inquisition 
afterwards  had,  the  Jury  found  a  seisin 
in  fee  by  the  complainant,  and  an  uu» 
lawful  entry,  ejection,  and  forcible  de. 
tainer.  The  justices  indorsed  upon  the 
inquisition  a  memorandum  or  having 
reseised  the  premises  and  put  the  com* 
plainant  into  possession,  Tne  conviction, 
inquisition,  and  memorandum  having  been 
returned  by  the  justices  to  a  certiorari^ 
requiring  a  return  of  the  conviction  and 
inquisition,  and  all  things  touching  the 
Mime,  this  Court  refused  to  grant  a  man* 
damus  to  amend  the  return  by  returning 
the  information,  and  by  returning  on  the 
iace  of  the  conviction  the  evidence  given 
touching  the  entry,  and  the  facts  touch* 
Ing  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  on  the 
view,  it  not  being  suggested  on  affidavit 
that  any  evidence  was  received  by  the 
magistrates  on  the  view.  The  Court 
gave  no  opinion  at  to  the  validity  of  the 
conviction.  J^ejf  v.  Wilton^  627, 
9,  ia.Eik.o,9Q. 

( 1 .)  Objection  to  charge  on  benefice, 
how  raised. 

On  a  proceeding  under  the  In* 
terpleader  Act,  at  the  instance  of  a 
sequestrator,  to  settle  the  righto  of 
several  sequestration  creditors  of  a 
beneficed  clergyman,  a  creditor  claimed 
under  a  warrant  of  attorney,  which  ap* 

rred,  by  memorandum  indorsed,  to 
given  by  the  clergyman  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  an  annuity  granted 
by  deed :  Held,  that  the  creditor  need 
not  shew  the  deed.  In  order  to  prove 
that  it  was  free  from  objection  under 
Stat.  13  EHx,  c.  90.,  the  warrant  of 
attorney  being,  on  the  face  ot  it, 
regular    Johnton  r.  Braxier^  624« 


(9)  What  if  a  charge  on  the  benefice, 

H,  a  beneficed  clergyman,  gave  S.  a 
warrant  of  attorney  to  enter  up  judg* 
ment  against  him  for  3600/.  The  de« 
feasance  recited^  that  5,  had  agreed  to 
purchase  an  annuity  of  H.  ibr  1800/., 
and  that  the  annuity  was,  or  was  In* 
tended  to  be  secured  to  S.  by  indenture 
of  even  date  with  the  warrant  of  at. 
torne^,  charging  the  annuity  on  hit 
benefice ;  and  that  H.  and  5.  had  also 
agreed  that  the  annuity  should  bd 
secured  bv  warrant  of  attorney  at 
above,  which  had  been  executed.  The 
defeasance  ftirther  declared,  that  the 
judgment  on  the  warrant  of  attorney 
was  to  be  a  collateral  security  only, 
and  that  execution  was  not  to  issue 
till  payment  should  have  been  twenty- 
one  days  in  arrear,  in  which  case,  and 
as  often  at  it  should  to  happen,  S, 
might  immediately  obtain  sequestration 
of  the  rectory,  to  the  intent  that  be 
thould  recover  the  arrears* 

The  Court  set  aside  the  warrant  of 
attorney,  as  charging  the  benefice, 
contrary  to  stat.  13  JKkt^  e,  90. 

H,  gave  another  warrant  of  attorney 
to  S,  S.  reciting  an  agreement  between 
them  for  the  purchase  by  S.  S,  of  an 
annuity  for  1950/„  such  annuitv  to 
be  charged  upon  his  benefice,  and  also 
secured  by  J7.*8  warrant  of  attorney, 
and  judgment  thereon,  for  S900A  It 
then  recited  an  indenture  between  the 
parties,  charcing  the  benefice  with  the 
annuity,  andf  declaring  that  the  Judg- 
ment was  to  be  a  security  fbr  the  same, 
and  that,  in  case  of  default  inpayment 
for  twenty*one  dajrs,  it  should  be  law. 
ful  for  S,  5.  to  issue  execution  for 
S900/,  and  costs.  In  order  that  ha 
might  sequester  the  benefice,  and 
thereby  b^  in  possession  in  trust  for 
better  lecuring  to  him  all  arrears  then 
due  on  the  annuity,  and  all  Aitura 
payments  thereof 3  and  it  wat  ftirther 
stipulated  by  the  indenture,  that  ex« 
ecution  was  not  to  be  sued  out  before 
default,  but  might  issue  as  often  ai  the 
annuity  should  be  In  arrear.  The 
warrant  of  attorney  then  proceeded, 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement, 
and  for  further  securing  the  annuity, 
to  authorise  the  attormei  to  confeta 
judffment  for  5900/.  &c. 

tiie  Court  let  the  warrant  of  au 
tomey  aside.  SaUmttrikc  ¥•  H^w^ti^ 
tmi  SktiRc  T.  J7<fii^,  819, 

98  9  8.  49ir/«, 
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5.  45  Eliz.  e.  6.  Who  may  certify  to 
deprive  Plaintiff  of  costs.  CotU^S, 

4.  7  Ja.  I .  c.  5.  When  magistrates  shall 
have  double  costs. 

In  an  action  against  magistrates  for  an 
act  done  in  the  performance  of  their  duty 
as  such,  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  rule  of 
Court  to  remove  the  action  to  a  county 
different  from  that  in  which  itwasbrought ; 
he  undertaking,  by  the  rule,  to  pay  the 
defendants'  costs  of  the  removal.  The 
defendants  obtained  a  verdict :  Held,  that 
the  defendanu'  cosu  of  the  removal  were 
not  to  be  doubled,  under  st.  7  Jac,  1.  c.  5., 
and  21  Jac.  1.  c.  12.  T%omtu  v.  Sauw 
dtrt,  SSi. 

5.  2lJa.  1.  c.lS.  Ante,  A. 

6.  SI  Jo.  1.  c.  15.  What  defecU  it 
cures.  Error,  1, 

7.31  Ja.  1.  c.  16. 

(1.)  What  is  admitted  by  replying  the 
statute  of  limitations  to  a  plea  ox  set 
off.    Pleading,  CivU,y II. 

(2.)  What  payment  answers  a  plea 
of  this  statute. 

[1.]  A  parish  vestry  resolved  to 
borrow  money  from  H,  N^  who 
advanced  it,  and  took  promissory 
notes  for  the  amount,  made  by  P., 
W.,  and  F.,  who  were  churchwardens 
and  overseers,  and  who  added  to 
their  signatures  the  titles  of  their 
respective  offices.  Interest  was  paid 
on  the  notes,  from  the  parochial 
funds,  and  the  account  containing 
the  item  were  allowed  by  the  ves- 
try ;  and  W„  with  other  parishioners, 
signed  the  allowance  in  one  instance. 
P.,  fV,,  and  jP.  resided  constantly  in 
the  parish.  To  an  action  brought 
on  the  notes,  against  P.,  fT.,  and  F,, 
within  six  years  from  TT.'s  signature 
of  the  allowance,  (but  not  from  the 
making  of  the  note,)  the  statute  of 
limitations  was  pleaded.  The  jury 
having  found  for  the  plaintiff,  the 
Court  sustained  the  verdict.  Rew 
Y.  Pettet,  196. 

[2.]  A  joint  and  several  promissory 
note  was  sisned  by  S.,  and  after- 
wards by  defendant,  as  surety  for  S» 
There  was  a  subscribing  witness  to 
'^  iSi.'s  iiignature.  Defendant  being  sued 
(alone)  on  the  note,  pleaded  the  sta- 
tute oflimitations;  and  at  the  trial 
it  was  proved,  to  take  the  case  out 
of  the  statute,  that  a  person  named 
5«  had  made  payments  on  the  note. 
Evidence,  but  not  that  of  tho  sub- 


scribing witness,  was  offered  to  shew 
that  the  name  S.  on  the  note  was  the 
hand- writing  of  the  party  who  made 
the  payments : 

Held,  that  this  could  not  be 
proved  without  calling  the  subscrib- 
ing witness,  and  that  without  sudi 
proof  there  was  no  prima  fisde  case 
m  answer  to  the  plea.  Wjflde  v. 
Porter,  742. 

8.  29  Car.  2.  c.  5. 

(1.)  What  sufficient  statement  of 
consideration  for  promise  to  pay  debt 
of  another.  GMorantee,  1. 

(2.)  When  a  lease  for  a  number 
of  years  is  void,  as  to  jduration  of 
term,  for  want  of  writing,  how  the  sti- 
pulations in  the  lease  are  aficted. 
l^andhrd  and  Tenant^  1. 

9.  8  Ann,  c,  4.  Pa^nment  to  landlord  on 
distraining.  Dutrett,  1. 

10.  9  Ann.  Cm  20.  Demurrer  to  retuin  to 
mandamus.  Mandamut,  4. 

11.  2  G.  2.  c.  23.  Costs  OD  taxation  of 
attorney's  bill. 

(l.)  A  defendant,  who,  upon  oom- 
prombing  a  suit,  has  undertaken  to 
pay  the  plaintiff's  costs  as  between  at- 
torney and  client,  is  entitled  to  the 
costs  of  taxing  the  attorney's  bill* 
under  stat.  2  G.  2.  c.  25.  i.  25.,  if  upoa 
such  taxation,  had  under  the  plaintifl's 
authority,  more  than  one-sixth  has 
been  deducted.  Sadler  v.  Paifrtf- 
man,  717. 

(2.)  If,  on  a  taxation  of  an  attorney's 
bill,  as  between  attorney  and  client, 
the  Master  strike  off  a  part  of  the 
charges,  on  the  ground  that  the  client 
is  not  the  person  liable  for  such  par^ 
the  sum  upon  which  the  sixth  u  to 
be  calculated,  under  stat.  2  G.  2.  c.  85. 
1.  25.,  is  the  original  bill  reduced  by 
the  part  so  disallowed;  and  the  <&- 
allowance  of  such  part  is  not  a  redac- 
tion upon  taxation  within  that  daute. 

Costs  in  a  suit  were  taxed  as  be- 
tween party  and  party,  and  the  residue^ 
after  taxation,  paid  to  the  attorney  of 
the  successful  party.  The  attorney 
afterwards  deliverer  his  bills  to  ha 
client,  under  an  order  of  Court  for 
such  delivery,  and  for  a  ijeneral  i^ 
ference  of  the  bills  for  taxation,  Tbey 
included,  among  other  matters,  the 
above  costs  as  reduced,  for  which  the 
attorney  gave  credit:  Held,  that  he 
was  entitled  to  insert  the  reduced,  and 
not  the  original  amount  of  costs,  and 

that. 
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that,  on  taxation  of  the  bills,  the  client 
could  not  add  the  sum  formerly  de- 
ducted from  these  costs  to  the  sum 
taxed  off  ffom  the  general  amount  of 
the  bills,  in  order  to  make  the  whole 
deduction  exceed  one  sixth  of  such 
amount. 

Although  the  statute  2  G.  2.  c.  23. 
4,  23.,  directs  that  where  an  attorney's 
bill  on  taxation  has  been  reduced  b^ 
Ims  than  a  sixth,  the  Ck>urt  **  in  their 
discretion,'*  shall  charge  the  attorney 
or  client  with  the  costs  of  taxation ; 
the  proper  course  in  such  cases  is, 
that  the  client  be  charged  with  the 
costs:  Held  per  Taunton  and  WU- 
HamsJn^  LUiledate  J.  dubitanie.  MUU 
V.  Revett,  856. 

12.  22  (r.  2.  C.46.  When  attorney  will 
be  struck  off  roll,  under  sect.  11.  At- 
torney, 5. 

13.  15  (r.  3.  C.78.  What  expenses 
Special  Sessions  may  allow,  so  that  cer- 
tiorari shall  be  taken  away. 

Two^  surveyors  of  the  highways  in- 
cluded in  their  accounts  certain  expenses 
incurred  in  supporting  the  appointment 
of  one  of  themselves,  as  surveyor  for  a 
previous  year,  against  an  appeal  to  the 
quarter  sessions;  which  appeal  was  dis- 
charged ;  and  the  expenses  in  opposing  a 
rule  for  a  certiorari  to  remove  into  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  their  accounts,  as 
surveyors,  for  a  previous  year,  which 
rule  was  discharged. 

These  expenses  had  not  been  agreed  to 
b^  the  inhabitants,  nor  allowed  by  a  jus- 
tice, before  they  were  charged  in  the 
accounts.  The  accounts  being  submitted 
to  a  meeting  of  the  inhabitants  the  items 
referring  to  these  expenses  were  objected 
to.  The  accounts  were  duly  taken  to  a 
tingle  justice,  who  postponed  the  allow- 
ance to  the  special  sessions,  at  which  the 
accounts  were  allowed.  The  items  were 
objected  to  both  before  the  single  justice 
and  at  the  special  sessions  i  Held,  that 
the  special  sessions  had  jurisdiction,  un- 
der Stat  15  G,  3,  c,  78.  «.  48.,  to  allow 
the  accounts;  and  that,  therefore,  by 
the  eighty-first  section  of  the  same  sta- 
tute, the  order  of  allowance  could  not 
be  removed  by  certiorari.  Rex  v.  Fbw- 
ler,  836. 

14.  45  G»  3.  c,  92.  Subpoena  under «.  3. 
In   the  statute  45  G.  3.  c.  92.  i.  3., 

for  enforcing  the  appearance  of  persons 
served  with  subpoena  in  one  part  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  to  give  evidence  in 


another,  the  '^  parts "  signified  are  Eng- 
iand,  Scotland,  and  Ireland, 

Where  a  person  has  been  served  with 
a  subpoena,  not  issued  from  the  Crown- 
ofiice,  to  appear  and  give  evidence  at 

Quarter  sessions,  and  makes  default,  the 
!ourt  of  King's  Bench  cannot  attach  him 
for  contempt,  either  by  its  general  aiH 
thority,  or  by  virtue  of  the  alMve  statute. 
The  King  v.  Broumell,  598. 

15.  48  G.  3.  c.  123.  Who  will  be  dis- 
charged unden 

The  statute  48  G,  5.  r.  123.  for  the 
discharge  of  persons  in  execution  upon 
any  judgment  for  any  debt  or  damages 
not  exceeding  20/.,  applies  to  persons  in 
execution  for  damages  in  actions  of  as- 
sault.    Whiter  v.  ElUott,  24. 

16.  54  G.  5.  (T.  170.  When  inhabitants 
may  be  witnesses. 

^  The  Hated  inhabitants  of  a  district  in*' 
dieted  for  non-repair  of  a  highway,  are 
not  rendered  competent  witnesses  for  the 
defence  by  stat  54  G.  3.  cr.  170.  «.  9. 
TV  King  V.  2^  Inhabitants  of  Bishop 
Auckland,  744. 

1 7.  55  G.  3.  c.  1 57.  What  is  within  t,  6. 
The  statute  55  G.5.  c.  157.  i.  6.  which 

prohibits  any  churchwarden,  overseer,  &c 
from  **  supplying,  for  his  own  profit,  any 
goods^  materials,  or  provisions  for  the 
use  of  any  workhouse  or  otherwise  fof 
the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  poor 
in  any  parish,  &c.  for  which  he  shall  be 
appointed,"  does  not  extend  to  a  person 
doing  work  on  the  workhouse,  and  sut^ 
plying  materials  incidentally  to  such  worx^ 
as  a  pahiter  mid  glazier  who  mends  the 
windows  of  the  workhouse,  providing 
paint,  glass,  and  lead.  Barber  v.  Wa^e, 
514. 

18.  56  G.  3.  r.  50.  Execution  on  farm. 
Diitrett,  1. 

19.  56  G.3,  c.  139.  What  is  expense 
incurred  by  parochial  funds,  under  f.  II. 
Poor,y.  1. 

20.  58  G.  3.  c.  69.  Regulationf  of  vestry 
under. 

A  local  act  passed  before  the  statute 
58  G,  3.  c,  69.,  for  the  regulation  of  pa- 
rish vestries,  created  the  office  of  guar- 
dians of  the  poor  for  a  particular  parish, 
and  enacted,  that  vacancies  should  be 
annually  filled  tip  by  the  rated  inhabitants 
assembled  in  the  vestry  room,  who  should 
elect  persons  in  the  room  of  those  goitg 
out :  Held,  that  after  the  passing  of  statw 
58  G.  3.  r.  69«  the  inhabitants  must  be 
allowed  in  such  election  the  number  of 
5  S  3  vo*t 
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voM  in  proBoitloii  to  their  respective 
Msettments,  aeflned  in  the  latter  act ;  for 
that  the  local  act  did  not  give  this  vestry 
such  a  peculiar  constitution  as  to  brin^  it 
within  sect.  8.  of  ^8  0, 5.  e»  69^  which 
preserves  to  vestries  Aolden  under  any 
gpeeiai  aetf  the  powers  and  rights  of 
voting  which  they  previously  enipyed. 
Res  V.  The  Chufckmardene  ttf  Si.  Jamet, 
derkenweU,  8\7. 

91.   S9G.8*   e.BO.     Settlement  by 
renting  a  tenement.    JPoor,  IV.  9. 

39.  $  O.  4.  e«  S9.     What  defects  in 
conviction  §.  3.  cures.    Pott,  S6 . 

33.  4  G.4.  C.64.  Power  and  proceed* 
ings  of  Justices  under  the  act. 

(1.)  Held  by  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  {Parke  J.  dnbitante),  and  the 
Judgment  afirmed  on  error  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber,  that  under  stat. 
4  Q.  4.  e.  64,  the  Justices  of  a  town  and 
county  of  a  town,  mentioned  in  schedule 
A.  to  that  act,  might  rate  the  inhabit- 
ants for  rebuilding  the  gaol  of  such 
town  and  county  on  a  new  site: 

Although  b^  a  local  act,  which  had 
been  earned  into  e&ct,  it  had  been 
enacted  that  ground  should  be  pur-* 
chased,  and  conveyed  to  the  corpor- 
ation of  the  said  town,  and  that  the 
Justices  for  the  town  and  county  should 
cause  a  new  ffaol  to  be  built  thereon ; 
that  a  limited  sum  should  be  raised  by 
assessment  on  the  town  and  county, 
for  the  purposes  of  the  act  respecting 
BU(!h  gaol,  the  surplus  to  be  repmd 
proportionally  to  the  parties  assessed ; 
and  that  such  ^1,  when  finished, 
should  be  a  pubhc  gaol  for  the  town 
and  county,  and  should  from  time  to 
time  be  maintained^  iupported^  and 
repaired  by  the  corporation; 

The  sixty^eiffhth  section  of  4  0.4. 
r.  64.  enacts,  that  the  justices  in  ses* 
sions  mav  raise  money  on  the  counties, 
towns,  oc.  to  which  the  act  extends, 
for  defraying  the  expanses  of  the  mat- 
ters and  things  therein^before  directed 
to  be  done  respecting  gaols,  &c.,  in  the 
lame  manner  as  rates  applicable  to  the 
building,  repairing,  or  maintenance  of 
such  prisons  respectively  are  now  di» 
rected  to  be  raised  by  law : 

Held  by  the  Court  of  Error,  that 
thu  applies  only  to  the  mode  of  raising 
such  rates,  ana  not  to  the  persons  on 
whom  they  are  to  be  laid. 

Held  by  both  Courts,  that  the  power 
of  the  justices  to  rate  as  above  is  not 
l^ited  by  sUt.  5  G.  4.  c.  85.  «.  15. 


Held  by  the  Court  of  KJa^t  Beldi, 
on  the  construction  of  4  G.  4.  e.64. 
M.  45.  50.,  that  when  a  presentment 
has  been  made  as  to  the  propriety  of 
removing  the  site  of  a  saol,  and  the 
Justices  in  session  have  tuen  such  pre* 
sentment  into  consideration,  giving  the 
notices  required  by  sect.  46^  and  have 
resolved  that  the  site  ought  to  be 
chsHoged,  such  Justices  may  at  their 
next  session  confirm  the  resolution, 
Bod  contract  for  building  the  new  ipol, 
without  having  given  fresh  notices. 
Tkompion  T.  2uttke§,  BBS. 

(S.)  Same  decision  (in  K.  B.)  as  io 
the  case  above,  on  the  power  of  the 
Justices  to  make  the  rate. 

Held  that,  under  4  G.4.  e.64.  «.6S., 
which  empowers  justices  to  raise  money 
for  the  purposes  of  the  act,  as  to 
gaols,  in  the  same  manner  as  rates 
a|>plicable  to  the  building,  repairing, 
or  nudntenanoe  of  such  prisons  r&> 
spectively  are  now  directed  to  be 
raised,  the  justices  of  a  town  and  coun^ 
might  have  power  to  raise  monqr  on 
the  inhabitants  in  general  for  the  pur- 
pose of  building  a  gaol,  though  other 
persons  might  have  been  liable  at  the 
time  o(  passing  the  act,  and  might  con- 
tinue liable,  to  the  expense  of  repairing 
and  maintaining  such  gaol.  Sex  v.  2%e 
Justices  of  Kifigiton-upan^HuU^  880. 
34.  5  G.4»  C.85*  How  far  «.  15.  limits 
powers  given  to  justices  under  stac  4  Cr.4. 
d.e4.afi/^,  S5.(l),(3). 
85.  6  G.  4.C.  16. 

(1.)  Apparent  ownership  by  bank* 
nipt,  under  <•  73.  Bankrt^^  II. 

(3.)  What  contract  is  protected  by 
«.  81.    Bankrupt^  lU  4, 
S6.  6  G.  4.  c.  57.  Settlement  by  rentiog 
a  tenement.  Poor^  IV.  9, 4* 
37.  7  (?.  4.  c.  57. 

(I.)  Apparent  ownership  by  insolvent 
debtor. 

Under  the  thirtieth  section  of  the 
Insolvent  Debtors*  Act  (7  G.4.e*57.) 
a  debt  due  to  the  insolvent  will  pass  to 
the  provisional  assignee,  although  it  has 
been  assigned  to  a  third  party  before 
the  insolvent's  imprisonment,  if  notice 
of  such  assignment  was  not  given 
to  the  debtor  before  such  imprison- 
ment. 

A  plea  in  assumpsit  allq^ed^  that 
the  debt  sued  upon  had  Tested  in  the 
provisional  assignee,  the  plaintiff  havioc 
become  insolvent,  and  having  executed 
an  assignment  under  the  act.  The  re- 
^  plication 
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|)lication  alleged  an  assignment  to  a 
third  party  before  the  imprisonment, 
for  good  consideration  t 

Held,  on  general  demurrer,  that  the 
replication  was  bad,  for  not  alleging 
that  the  debtor  had  notice  of  such 
assignment.    Buck  v.  Lee,  804. 

(S»)  Rights  of  assignees  over  parson's 
benefice^ 

The  assignees  of  an  insolvent  clerffj^- 
man  do  not  acquire  any  ri^ht  to  his 
benefice,  or  the  income  of  it,'  by  the 
assignment,  nor  until  they  have  ob» 
tained  a  sequestration,  as  directed  by 
f  O,  4*  c»  57.  #.  98*,  after  adjudication 
by  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court  on 
such  insolvent's  petition*  An  indivi* 
dual  judgment  creditor  may  sequester 
the  benefice  for  his  own  debt,  notwith- 
standing the  assignment  to  the  provi* 
sional  asdgnee;  and  the  assignees,  after 
adjudication,  are  not  entitled  to  set 
aside  the  sequestration  of  such  cre- 
ditor, or  to  claim  precedence  over  it 
for  a  sequestration  issued  by  them  pur- 
suant to  the  acL 

Sect.  34.  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors* 
Act,  7  G,  4*  c,  57.  enacts,  that  where 
a  prisoner  who  applies  for  his  dis- 
chaise  under  that  act  shall  have  exe* 
cuted  any  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess 
judgment,  no  creditor  obtaming  jud^ 
ment  thereupon  shall,  after  the  impri- 
sonment of  the  debtor,  avail  himself  of 
any  execution  issued  or  to  be  issued 
on  such  judgment,  by  seixure  and  sale, 
or  by.  sale,  of  his  property : 

Held,  that  the  sequestration  of  an 
ecclesiastical  benefice  is  not  an  exe- 
cution within  this  clause* 

When  the  Court  is  moved  to  set 
aside  the  sequestration  of  a  benefice, 
issued  by  the  bishop,  Qtuere^  Whether 
the  bishop  must  be  made  a  party  to 
the  rule.  Bishop  vj  Hatch,  and  Chuier 
v*  Hatch,  171. 

(.5.)  What  judgment  void  under 
section  58. 

Semble,  that  to  make  a  judgment 
Void  as  being  voluntary  under  the 
thirty-second  section  of  the  Insolvent 
Act  (7  G.  4.  c.  57.),  there  must  be 
collusion  between  the  party  suffering 
it  and  the  creditor  recovering  it,  for 
the  purpose  of  giving  the  latter  a  pre^ 
ference  s 

At  any  rate  the  mere  circumstance 
of  the  judgment  being  suflered  by  de- 
fault, does  not  make  it  void  under  that 


section,  if  there  be  a  bonjl  fide  debt* 
Thorpe  V.  Eyre,  986* 

(4.)  What  is  an  execution  under 
section  54.    Anti,  $, 

(5.)  Whether  outlawry  reversible 
upon  dischaige  of  outlaw  under  the 
acL     Outlawry, 

28*  9  (r.  4.  c.  92.  When  directors  of 
Savings  Bank  must  appoint  arbitrator* 
Savings  Bank, 

29.  liG»4.8clJV.4.  e,  70*  To  what 
writs  of  error  section  8.  applies. 

The  statute  11  G»4  &  I  IV.  4.  e.  70* 
f.  8.  for  the  return  before  ten  judges  in 
the  Exchequer  Chamber  of  writs  of  error 
upon  judgments  given  in  the  King's  Bench, 
Common  Pleas,  and  Exchequer,  extends 
to  a  judgment  given  for  the  Crown  on 
an  indictment  in  the  King's  Bench.  Bex 
V.  Wright,  434.- 

50.  I  W.  4.  c.  18.  Settlement  by  rent- 
ing tenement.    P0or,IV.  1. 

31.  1  &  2  W,  4*  r.  60.  Election  of 
vestiymen  and  auditors* 

(1.)  When  the  act  for  the  better  re» 
gitlation  of  vestries,  1  &  2  H^.  4.  c.  60* 
^  has  been  adopted  in  a  parish,  there 
roust  be  elected,  at  each  of  the  first 
three  annual  elections,  one  third  of  the 
whole  number  of  which  the  vestry 
chosen  under  the  act  is  ultiqiately  to 
consist;  and  there  must  be  deducted, 
by  lot,  from  the  original  v^try,  at  the 
first  election,  one  third  of  the  number 
of  vestrymen  then  existing  {whatever 
the  full  r^Uar  number  of  the  original 
vestry  would  be);  at  the  SQQond  elec« 
tion,  half  the  number  of  the  original 
vestrymen  tlien  exbting ;  at  the  uird 
election,  all  the  remaining  original  ves* 
trymen. 

(2.)  A  parish  adopting  the  act  had 
previously  been  divided  into  four  dis* 
tricts,  for  the  more  conveniently  col- 
lecting the  rates,  and  this  division  had 
been  adopted  for  taking  the  poll  in  the 
election  of  members  of  parliament;  a 
small  part  also  of  the  iMirish  was  an« 
nexed  to  a  part  of  an  adjoininff  parish, 
and  separated  from  the  originu  parish^ 
for  ecclesiastical  purposes  \ 

Held,  that  the  election  of  vestrymen 
and  auditors  might  be  made  in  one 
place  of  the  parish  only. 

(3.)  If  a  piirish  adopting  the  act  be 
within  the  metropolitan  police  district 
or  the  city  of  London,  or  contain 
more  than  3000  resident  householders,  ^ 
the  qualification  for  vestrymen  is,  that 
3  S  4  ^hey 
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thef  shodld  be  resident  householders, 
and  should  also  be  rated  to  the  poor 
tate  of  the  parish  on  an  annual  rental  of 
not  less  than  40/.;  but  the  rental  may 
be  made  up  of  tenements  separately 
held,  and  not  in  the  occupation  of  the 
vestrjrmen. 

(4.)  The  qualification  must  be  perfect 
at  the  time  of  election,  but,  if  unquali- 
fied persons  be  elected,  this  does  not 
avoid  the  election  of  qualified  vestry- 
men or  auditors  elected  at  the  same 
time. 

(5.)  A  parish  which  adopted  the  act, 
had  previously  been  governed  by  a 
vestry  established  by  a  local  act,  which 
defined  the  (qualification  of  a  vestryman, 
and  prescribed  an  oath  to  be  taken 
before  any  vestryman  should  be  capable 
of  acting  in  the  execution  of  that  local 
act;  by  the  oath,  the  person  swore  to 
execute  the  powers  reposed  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  same,  and  that  he  was  pos- 
sessed of  the  qualification  prescnbed 
thereby,  which  was  different  from  that 
required  by  1  &  2  ^.  4.  c.  60. : 

Held,  that  this  oath  was  not  to  be 
taken  by  the  vestrymen  elected  under 
the  hitter    act.      The   King  v.    The 
Churchvfardent  of  Si,  Pancras,  80. 
;    32.  2  W.  4.  c.  39. 

( 1 .)  Consequences  of  variance  of  de- 
claration from  capias4    Arrest^  1. 

(2.)  Of  variance  between  capias  and 
copy4    Arrestf  3. 

33.  3  &  4 IV.  4.  c.  15.  Who  is  assignee 
of  copyright. 

A  person  to  whom  the  copyright  of  a 
dramatic  piece  has  been  assigned,  pre- 
viously to,  and  within  ten  years  of,  the 
passing  of  stat.  3  &  4  H^.  4.  c.  15.  (lOth 
June  1833),  is  an  assignee  within  that 
clause  of  the  act  which  gives  to  the 
author's  assignee,  in  the  case  of  a  dra- 
matic work  published  within  ten  years, 
the  sole  liberty  of  representmg  it.  Cum- 
berland V.  Planchei  580. 
'     34.  3  &  4  9f^.  4.  c.  42. 

(1.)  Amendment  at  Nisi  Prius^ 
[li]  Amendment^  l* 
[2.]  Ejectment,  2, 
(S2.)  Power  of  judge  of  inferior  court, 
upon  writ  of  trial  under  i.  17.,  to 
certify  aeainst  plaintiff's  costs.   Costs^  5. 
(3.)  Liability  of  executors  to  costs. 
Under  3  &  4  JT.  4.  c.  42i  *.  31.,  ex- 
ecutors are  liable  to  costs  in  actions 
commenced  before  the  statute  came 
into  operation,  and  tried  afterwards  : 


UMiIAiUeda!e3.dkN3a!deDte.  Firee^ 
man  v.  Moyet^  338. 

(4.)  What  must  be  shewn  on  moving 
for  new  trial  atter  trial  under  #.  17. 
Trial,  New,  1,  2. 

(5.)  Interest  on  writs  of  error. 

The  enactment  of  3  &  4  IP.  4.  c.  42. 
«.  30.,  that  if  any  person  **  shall  sne 
out  any  writ  of  error,"  &c.,  as  there 
mentioned,  and  judgment  shall  be  given 
for  the  defendant  m  error,  the  court 
of  error  shall  allow  interest  for  such 
time  as  execution  has  been  delayed  by 
such  writ,  applies  only  where  the  writ 
has  been  sued  out  since  the  passio^ 
of  the  act.     Bum  v.  Carvatho^  895. 

35.  3&4  IT. 4.  c,S3.  What  a  good 
committal. 

A  party  convicted  in  a  penalty  under 
an  act  against  smuggling  (3  &  4  IF.  4. 
c.  53.),  was  committed  to  gaol  by  war- 
rant of  the  convicting  justices,  till  be 
should  pay  the  forfeiture.  Tlie  act 
(sect.  90.)  empowers  justices  to  amend 
any  such  conviction  or  warrant  of  com- 
mitment, whether  before  or  after  con- 
viction. Four  davs  after  the  committal, 
the  warrant  (which  was  defective  in  point 
of  law)  was  withdrawn  firom  the  gaoler's 
possession,  and  another  substituted;  it 
did  not  appear  by  whom.  The  second 
warrant  was  of  the  same  date,  and  signed 
and  sealed  by  the  same  justices  as-  the 
first,  and  did  not  materially  vary  fitim  it, 
except  that  in  the  recital  of  the  con- 
viction certain  cordage  was  said  to  be 
adapted  for  "  slinging"  cades,  instead  of 
"  shnging  or  sinkings**  and  the  name  of 
the  place  at  which  the  party  was  said  to 
have  been  detained  for  his  oflfence,  was 
altered.  The  above  facts,  and  copies  of 
the  warrants^  being  returned  on  cer- 
tiorari and  habeas  corpus : 

Held,  that  the  court  could  not  pre- 
sume, either  from  the  facts  returned,  or 
from  the  warrants,  that  the  second  war- 
rant was  substituted  by  the  justices  as 
an  amendment  of  the  first,  in  pursuance 
of  the  authority  given  them  by  the  act. 
The  prisoner  was  dischai^ged.  In  the 
matter  of  Elmy  and  Sawyer,  843. 

36,  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  SB,  Conviction 
under. 

A  conviction  under  stat.  3  &  4  W,A, 
c.  SB.  i,  27.  stated  that  the  defendant 
refused  to  deliver  up  a  certificate  of  re- 
gistry to  hit  Majettf^i  officen  ofcuttonu: 
Held,  that  this  was  ba<C  as  not  bringing 
the  ofience  within  the  words  of  the 

section^ 
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section,  **  shall  refuse  to  deliver  up  to 
the  proper  officers  of  his  Majesty's 
eustoms." 

The  conviction  did  not  state  for  what 
purpose  the  certificate  was  required: 
Held,  per  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  and  WU- 
Bams  J.,  that  this  omiubn  also  made  the 
conviction  bad,  as  not  sadsfyins  the 
words  of  the  same  section,  ''  to  deliver 
up  for  the  purpose  of  such  ship  or  ves- 
sel, as  occasion  shall  require/' 

Held  also,  that  these  were  defects  in 
substance,  and  not  cured  by  the  general 
act,  5  G.  4.  ff.  25. «.  3.  Rex  v.  WaUh, 
481. 

II.  Decisions  on  particular  local  and 
pergonal  statutes. 

1.  Canal  Acu.    See  Canal  Act. 

S.  Certiorari,  when  taken  away  by 
Local  Act.    Certiorari,  IL  S. 

3.  Costs  of  proceedings  to  assess  com- 
pensation.   CoitSf  3. 

4.  Hungerford  Market  Act« 

(1.)  How  it  affects  the  Building  Act. 

By  the  act  (liG.4.  e,  70.)  estab- 
lishing the  Hungerford  Market  Com' 
pany^  they  are  authorised  to  pull  down 
certain  messuages  or  buildings,  and 
erect  others  on  the  site,  making  com- 
pensation (to  be  assessed,  if  necessary, 
by  a  jury)  to  the  owners  of  any  pre- 
mises which  roav  be  damaged  by  the 
taking;  down  of  such  messuages  or 
buildings.  The  act  also  provides,  that, 
for  preserving  uniformity  in  the  build- 
ings to  be  erected,  the  same  shall  not 
be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Building  Act,  14  G.  3,  tf.78.,  nor  shall 
such  provisions  be  enforced  with  respect 
to  the  same. 

The  company  having  bought  pre- 
mises^ No.  22.,  under  the  authority 
and  for  the  purposes  of  the  local  act, 
gave  notice  to  the  tenant  of  the  ad- 
joining house.  No.  23.,  pursuant  to  the 
Buildinff  Act,  that  the  party  wall  be- 
tween the  two  houses  was  apprehended 
to  be  unsafe,  and  that  the  owner  or 
occupier  of  No.  23.  was  required  to 
appoint  surveyors  to  meet  those  of 
the  company  on  a  dav  named,  and 
certify  its  condition.  They  had  after- 
wards leave^  from  an  agent  of  the 
tenant,  to  make  the  survey  earlier 
than  the  time  fixed  by  the  notice. 
Upon  such  survey,  the  wall  was  con- 
demned; and  before  the  time  first 
named  for  the  survey,  the  company, 
having  served  the  tenant  of  No.  23. 


with  the  survcnrors^  certificate,  accord- 
ing to  the  Buiklin^  Act,  began  to  pull 
down  the  wall,  which  was  then  rebuilt, 
and  the  landlord  of  No.  S3,  paid  half  the 
expense,  according  to  the  Building  Act. 
They  also  pulled  down  and  rebuut  the 
whole  of  No.  22.  The  tenant  claimed 
compensation,  under  the  local  act,  for 
losses  sustained  (in  business  and  other- 
wise) in  consequence  of  the  above  pro- 
ceedings: the  only  material  damage, 
however,  appearing  to  have  resulted 
fit>m  the  taking  down  of  the  party  wall : 

Held,  that  the  clause  excluding  the 
operation  of  the  Building  Act  did  not 
apply  to  party  walls  between  the  com- 
pany's houses  and  those  of  other  per- 
sons. 

Held,  also,  upon  the  facts  of  the 
case,  that  the  pulling  down  of  the  party 
wall  was  a  proceecnns  not  under  the 
authority  ot  the  local  act,  but  under 
the  Building  Act,  although  the  parties 
had  waived  the  notice  given  under  the 
latter  act,  with  respect  to  the  time 
of  survey.  Rex  v.  The  Hungerford 
Market  Campantf  (Ex  parte  Yeatei^ 
668. 

(2.)  What  done  in  execution  of  the 
act. 

The  statute  1 1 G.  4.  c.  70.  gave  to 
the  Hungerford  Market  Company 
general  powers  to  purchase  and  hold 
lands;  and  also  a  power  to  purchase 
certain  specified  lands  and  houses,  at  a 
price  to  oe  assessed,  if  necessary,  by  a 
jury ;  the  costs  of  the  assessment  to  be 
borne  by  the  company,  if  a  higher 
price  was  assessed  than  they  offered^ 
but  otherwise  by  both  parties  equally. 
The  company  were  empowered  to  erect 
a  market-house,  and  other  convenient 
buildings,  &c.  for  a  market,  and  were 
directed  to  make  a  certain  avenue.  If 
any  injuiy  should  be  done  to  any  mes- 
suages, &c.  by  the  taking  down  of  any 
buildings  for  the  purposes  of  or  in  the 
execution  af  the  act,  compensation  was 
to  be  assessed  in  the  manner  before 

f>rovided  for  ascertaining  the  value  of 
ands,  &c.  to  be  purchased.  No  action 
was  to  be  brought  for  any  thing  done 
in  pursuance  of  the  act,  or  of  the 
powers  given  bj  it,  without  twenty- 
eight  days'  notice,  nor  six  calendar 
months  after  the  cause  accruing : 

Held,  that  injury  done  to  a  house 

not  specified  in  the  act,  bv  taking  down 

an  aqjoining  house,  which  also  was  not 

specified, 
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BDecifted,  but  had  been  purchased  by 
tne  company,  and  whicn  was  taken 
down  to  make  the  avenue,  was  not  an 
injury  for  which  a  jury  could  be  sum- 
moned to  make  compensation  under 
the  act;  and  that  taking  down  the 
party  wall  between  the  two  houses  was 
not  such  an  injury. 

Qumre^  Whether  the  clause  as  to 
the  notice  and  limitation  of  action 
would  have  been  applicable,  if  the 
owner  of  the  house  injured  had 
brought  an  action  ?  Rex  v.  The  Hun^ 
gerford  Market  Company,  (Ex  parte 
JEi^re),  676. 

And  see  anth  (1)* 

5.  Indosure  Act. 

(1).  When  appeal  against  award  to 
be  made.    Appeal^  1. 

(2.)  What  notice  of  award  to  be 
given  by  Commissioner.    Notice^  S. 

6.  Local  Court,  what  is  a  debt  within 
Jurisdiction  of*    Local  Court, 

7.  Turnpike  Act,  how  construed. 

A  local  turnpike  act  imposed  tolls  for 
every  horse  drawing  any  coach,  and  other 
tolls  upon  every  horse  not  drawing;  it 
provided,  generally,  that  if  the  tolls  had 
in  any  one  day  been  paid  for  the  passing 
of  any  horse,  such  horse  should  on  that 
day  be  permitted  to  repass  once  toll  free ; 
but  enacted  that  the  colls  for  horses 
drawing  any  stage  coach  should  be  pay- 
able every  time  of  passing.  The  trustees 
let  the  tolls,  with  power  to  collect  them 
according  to  the  act,  and  subject  to  such 
rules  and  restrictions  as  should  be  made 
by  the  trustees;  and  the  lessee  conve- 
nanted  with  the  trustees,  to  permit  the 
owners  of  stage-coaches,  waggons,  &c.  to 
pass  in  the  following  manner;  vis.,  horses 
drawing  any  9uch  carriage,  as  therein- 
before mentioned,  to  be  respectively  al- 
lowed to  pass  along  the  road  on  payment 
of  full  toll  going,  and  quarter  toll  re- 
turning, at  any  time  during  the  same  day. 

Horses  passed  through  a  gate,  drawing 
a  stage^ioach,  and  full  toll  was  paid  for 
them }  they  returned  the  same  day,  draw- 
ing another  stage-coach,  and  the  lessee 
exacted  full  toll  l 

Held,  that  the  lessee  ought,  by  his 
covenant,  to  have  demanded  quarter-toll 
only.     FerUonv,  StuaUow^723. 

8.  Vestry  Act,  how  considered  with 
reference  to  5S  G.  5.  c.  69.  t.  8.  Anth, 
I.  so. 

HI.  What  shall  be  said  to  be  done  in 
pursuance  of  statute. 


1.  CanaiAiit. 

2.  Atd^  H.  4. 

IV.  Of  what  year  a  statute  shall  be 
entitled. 

A  statute  passed  in  a  session  of  par^ 
liament  begun  in  the  second,  and  con- 
tinued in  the  third  vear  of  a  king's  reign, 
must  not  be  pleaded  as  passed  in  the 
Mecond  and  third  years  of  the  rdgn :  al- 
though such  act  be  redted  in  a  later  sta- 
tute as  "  passed  in  the  second  end  third 
years,**  &c. 

On  indictment  for  conspiracy,  laying 
in  the  inducement  that  the  defendants 
knew  the  party  conspired  against  to  bear 
a  certain  character,  and  to  be  liable  in 
that  character  to  the  operation  of  an  act 
passed  in  the  second  and  third  years,  &c. 
adding  the  title  of  the  act  correctly,  the 
judgment  was  arrested  for  such  misre* 
cital. 

And  this,  although  there  was  a  general 
count  (to  which  the  objection  did  not 
apply,)  stating  merely  that  the  defendants 
conspired  **  by  false,  artful,  and  subtle 
stratagems  and  contrivances,  as  much  as 
in  them  lay,  to  injure,  oppress,  aggrieve, 
and  impoverish*'  the  prosecutors.  Racj» 
Biers,  527. 

V.  What  statutes  bind  the  King.  Ante, 
I.  29. 

VL  When  a  statute  is  retrospective. 
Ante,  1, 94,  (3),  (5). 

SUBP(ENA. 

1.  What  subpcBua  b  within  stat.  i6G»3, 
C.92.  s,  5,     Statute,!*  14. 

2.  What  subpcena  it  is  a  contempt  of 
the  Court  of  K.  B.  to  disobey.  Statute, 
I.   14. 

8.  Whether  witness  producing  docu- 
ments under  subpoena  duces  tecum,  must 
be  sworn.    EwdenCe^  V.  1. 

SURETY. 

1.  Whether  surety  and  principal  were 
several  or  joint  contractors.  Agreemenl^X* 

2.  Interpretation  of  surety's  undv 
taking  for  the  appearance  of  a  debtor. 
Agreement,  2. 

5.  Pleadings  and  evidence  in  action 
against  surety.     Guarantee^ 

SURRENDER. 

1.  Limitation  of  uses  on  a  surrender  of 
copyhold.     Copyhold,  1* 

2.  How  surrender  of  copyhold  proved. 
Evidence,  VIIL 

9.  Sur« 


SURRENDER,  5,  4. 

5,  Surrender  by  operation  of  law. 
Poor,  IV. 

4.  Surrender  in  discharge  of  bail, 
whence  reckoned,  as  to  charging  party 
in  execution.  Execution^  un&r  a  Judg' 
meni,  9. 

SURVEYORS. 
"  What  expenses  of  surveyors  allowable 
by  special  sessions,  so  as  to  take  away 
certiorari.     Statute,  I.  13. 

TAXATION. 

1.  What  attorney  may  include  in  his 
bill  of  costs.    Attorney^  2. 

3.  What  he  may  have  taxed.  Statute, 
I.  11.  (2> 

3.  Who  may  have  costs  of  taxation, 
witliin  Stat.  3  G.  2.  c.  23.  «»S3.  Statute^ 
1.11.(1). 

4.  How  the  sixth  on  an  attorney  *s  bill 
•hall'be  calculated.     Statute,  I.  1 1.  (2> 

TENANTS  IN  COMMON. 
Demise  by,  in  ejectment.  Ejectment,  2. 

TENANT  AND  LANDLORD. 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant* 

TENEMENT. 

Settlement  by  renting  tenement.  Poor^ 
IV. 

TERMINATION  OF  ADVENTURE. 
Inturance,  2. 

TITHE. 

1.  Presumption  of  sranti 
Non-payment  of  tithes  does  not  raise, 

as  against  a  lay  impropriator,  presump- 
tion,  to  go  to  a  jury,  of  a  grant  of  the 
tithe  to  the  landowner. 

Evidence  of  a  right  to  all  kinds  of  tithes, 
in  a  lav  impropriator,  up  to  a  given  time, 
and  of  the  receipt  of  the  corn  tithe  since 
that  time  by  another  party,  is  evidence 
from  which  a  jury  may,  if  they  think  fit, 
infer  a  grant  of  ail  the  tithes  by  the  first- 
mentioned  impropriator  to  such  latter 
party ;  and,  therefore,  the  latter,  in  sup*, 
port  of  a  claim  for  hay  tithe,  may  give 
documentary  or  other  evidence  of  hay 
tithe  having  been  taken  by  the  presumed 
grantor.  Bayley  v.  Drever,  449. 

2.  When  tithe  is  extinguished,  so  as  to 
offect  rateability  to  poor.    Piwr,  I.  1 . 
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TITLE. 

1.  When  one  may  impeach  the  title  of 
party  through  whom  he  claims.  EoSdencef 

2.  What  evidence  of  title  necessary  to 
protect  from  distress  for  rcnt*charge* 
Rent'ckarge,  2 

TOLL. 

1.  What  to  be  taken  under  canal  act. 
Canal  Act. 

2.  What  under  turnpike  act.  Statnie, 
II.  7. 

3.  Interpretation  of  charter  exempting 
from  tolL 

Under  charters,  granting  to  a  dean  and 
chapter,  "that  they  and  all  their  men 
shall  be  quit  of  toll,  passage,  cheminage, 
&c.  in  city  and  borough,  fair,  and  market, 
in  the  passage  of  bridges,  and  all  ports  or 
the  sea,  in  allplaces  throughout  England** 
their  lay  tenant  of  lands  mcluded  in  the 
charters  is  exempt  from  market  toll  and 
toll  traverse,  not  only  for  articles  going  to 
or  coming  from  the  lands  for  the  neces- 
sary manurance  and  enjoyment  of  them, 
but  also  for  goods  sent  out  or  coming  in 
for  the  purpose  of  merchandise. 

Quare,  Whether,  in  the  latter  case,  the 
exemption  could  have  been  claimed  by 
ecclesiastical  persons* 

Quare,  also,  Whether  the  exemption 
from  toll  claimable  at  common  law  by 
ecclesiastical  persons  and  tenants  in  an* 
cient  demesne,  extends  to  goods  bought 
and  sold,  or  carried,  for  the  mere  purpose 
of  trade.  Lord  Middletonv*  Lambert^  401 » 

TRANSCRIPT. 

What  is  transcript  of  record,  and  whe- 
ther amendable.  Inferior  Court,  II.  1. 
Certijicatt, 

TRIAL,  NEW. 

What  to  be  shewn,  in  moving  for  new 
trial  after  trial  under  3  &  4  H^4.  c.4S. 
*»17. 

1.  Where  a  cause  has  been  tried  before 
a  sheriff  or  judge  of  an  inferior  court  by 
order,  pursuant  to  3  &  4  H^. 4.  t,  42.  $.  1 7., 
this  Court  will  not  hear  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial,  unless  the  notes  of  the  sheriff* 
or  other  judge  be  produced  and  verified 
by  affidavit.  Such  notes,  however,  need 
not  be  filed.     Mansfield  y,  Brearey%  347. 

8.  The 
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S.  The  Court  refused  to  grant  a  new 
trial  for  a  verdict  Bllesed  to  be  against 
evidence  and  the  presiding  judge's  direc- 
tion, in  a  cause  tried  in  an  inferior  court 
of  record  under  3  &  4  ^.  4.  <?.  42. 1. 17^ 
because  the  notes  of  the  presiding  judge 
were  not  produced,  nor  their  non-produc- 
tion accounted  for.  Bumey  v.  Mautton, 
348. 

TRIAL,  WRIT  OF. 

1.  Power  of  presiding  judge  on  writ 
of  trial,  to  certify  to  deprive  plaintiff  of 
costs.    Cotts^  5. 

2.  What  must  be  shewn  in  moving  for 
new  trial  after  trial  under  5  &  4  W,  4, 
C.42.  1.  17.     Trial,  New. 

TROVER. 

What  sufficient  property  in  plaintiff. 
Cantd  Act,  2. 

TRUST,  SHIFTING. 

How  construed  in  will. 

W.  G.,  in  1775,  devised  his  manor- 
house  and  estates  to  his  nephew  for  life, 
remainders  to  the  nephew's  first  and  other 
sons  in  tail  male.  The  nephew's  son, 
T,  G.,  took  under  the  will,  and  upon  his 
marriage  in  1801,  suffered  a  recovery,  and 
conveyed  the  estates  to  the  use  of  him- 
self for  life,  remainder,  subject  to  a  term 
in  5.  H,  jP.  and  another,  for  securing  a 
jointure  and  raising  portions  for  younger 
children,  to  the  use  of  the  settlor's  first 
and  other  sons  by  the  marriage,  in  tail 
male.  Power  was  given  to  the  trustees 
to  sell  and  exchange  the  lands,  and 
invest  the  monies. 

In  1804,  S4  H.  F.,  the  termor  and 
trustee  under  the  settlement,  devised  his 
own  estates  in  trust  for  the  second  son 
of  T,  G*,  the  settlor,  in  tail  male,  and  in 
like  manner  to  the  third  and  other  sons, 
&c.,  with  a  power  to  the  trustees,  if  at 
any  time  the  person  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session, or  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
said  estates,  should  be  a  minor,  to  receive 
and  apply  such  rents  and  profits  during 
the  minority.  Proviso,  that  in  case  and 
so  oflen  as  the  manort,  landt,  S^c,  devised 
by  the  iviU  of  W.  G.  for  an  estate  in  tail 
male,  should  descend  to,  or  devolve  upon, 
any  son  of  the  said  T.  G.  (the  settlor), 
or  heir  male  of  the  body  of  such  son, 
and  the  person  on  whom  the  same 
should  so  descend  or  devolve  should, 


under  the  trusts  of  the  present  will,  be 
tenant  in  tail  male  of  the  messuages, 
lands,  &c.  devised  by  this  iHU,  so  as  to 
he  then  actually  in  possession  or  entitled 
to  the  rentSy  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  and 
there  should  at  the  same  time  be  any 
other  son,  &c.  of  the  said  T.  (?.,  then  the 
estate  by  this  will  declared  to  be  in  trust 
for  the  person  so  becoming  entitled 
under  the  will  of  Wt  Cr.  shoulcf  cease  and 
determine,  and  the  now  devised  premises 
should  be  in  trust  for  the  penon  who 
would  be  entitled  if  the  fortlritii^  party 
were  dead,  and  there  were  a  failure  of 
issue  in  tail  male.  No  express  reference 
was  made  in  this  will  to  the  settlement 
of  1801. 

S.  H.  F,  died  in  1813,  and  his  devised 
estates  vested  in  the  trustees  for  the  se- 
cond son  of  T.  G.  The  eldest  son  of  T. 
G.  died  in  1816,  and  7\G.  himself  in  1828, 
whereupon  his  states  vested  in  the  same 
second  son.  He  was  still  a  minor.  Several 
children  of  T4  G.  by  the  marriage  of  1801, 
and  likewise  the  widow,  survived  him. 
Many  parts  of  the  settled  estates  had  been 
sold  and  exchanged  by  the  trustees  under 
the  settlement  3 

Held  by  Dennum  C.  J.,  Parke  J.,  and 
Patteson  J.,  Taunton  J.  dissentiente,  that 
under  these  circumstances,  the  estate  de- 
vised by  S,  H.  F.  to  the  second  son  of 
T  G.  did  not  go  over  by  the  shifting 
clause.    Fazakerley  v.  Ford,  897. 


TURNPIKE. 

Construction  of  turnpike  act.  jSto- 
tute,  II.  7. 

UNDER  SHERIFF. 
See  Sheriff, 

UNIVERSITY. 

What  university  can  grant  a  degree, 
so  as  to  authorise  medical  practice  in 
England^    Slander,  l* 

UNLIQUIDATED  DEMAND. 

Whether  payment  of  unliquidated 
demand  be  good  consideration  in  as^ 
surapsit.    Azsumpsit^  II. 


USESL 


USES. 


WARRANT,  I.  1,  2 
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USES. 

Limitation  of  uies,  oq  a  surrender  of 
comrhold.    Copyhold^  1. 
Bee  further.  Trust,  Shifting, 

USURY. 

When  inferred,  on  face  of  pleadings. 

On  demurrer  to  a  declaration  framed 
on  a  contract  which  is  in  terms  a  pur- 
chase of  an  annuity  of  SO/,  for  sixty 
years  for  the  price  of  SOO/.,  the  Court 
will  not  infer  .  usury.  Fergiuon  ▼. 
Sprang,  576. 

VARIANCE. 

1.  Between  capias  and  copy.  Arrest,  3. 
8.  Between    declaration  and   capias. 
Arrest,  1. 

3.  Between  declaration  and  evidence. 
Amendment,  1.;  Ejectment,  S. 

4.  Between  judgment  and  final  process. 
Arrest,  2. 

VENDOR  AND  VENDEE. 

1.  Action  by  vendee  to  recover  price 
paid  on  fraudulent  misrepresentation. 
Assumpsit,  IV.  1. 

2.  Notice  to  vendee  of  conditions  of 
sale.     Warranty. 

5.  Evidence  of  writing  signed  by  ven- 
dee of  land,  in  an  action  by  him  against 
the  auctioneer  to  recover  deposit.  Evi^ 
dence,  V.  4. 

4.  What  amounts  to  a  delivery  by 
vendor.      Bankrupt,  II.  4. 

VENIRE  DE  NOVO. 

When  awarded,  for  uncertainty  as  to 
lication  of  damages  to  different  counts. 

VENUE,  CHANGE  OF. 
Efiect  as  to  double  costs.  Statute,  I.  4. 


VERDICT. 

1.  When  verdict  cflntered  on  postea 
may  be  altered.    Local  Court. 

2.  When  uncertunty  as  to  application 
of  damages  to  different  counts  shall  be 
ground  for  awarding  venire  de  novo. 
Slander,  9, 


VESTRY. 

1.  When  to  be  elected  under  5B  G.  3« 
C.69.     Statute,!.  SO. 

2.  How  elected  under  1  &  2  ^.  4. 
e.60.  Statute,!.  31. 

3.  Adjournment  of  vestry. 

A  vestry  being  about  to  be  held  in 
Manchester  for  the  election  of  church- 
wardens, notice  was  given  that  the  meet- 
ing would  be  held  in  the  parish  church, 
but  that,  if  a  poll  was  demanded,  it 
would  be  adjourned  to  the  town  hall. 
At  the  meeting  there  was  a  show  of 
hands,  upon  which  a  poll  was  demanded, 
and  thereupon  the  chairman,  without 
takine  the  sense  of  the  meeting,  adjourned 
the  election  to  the  town  hall,  where  a 
poll  was  taken ;  Held,  that  the  proceed- 
ing was  regular,  no  business  having  been 
interrupted  by  it,  and  the  adjournment, 
in  a  particular  event,  being  part  of  the 
original  appointment.  Bex  v.  TheArch» 
deacon  of  Chester^  542.^ 

4.  When  Court  will  interfere  with 
vestry  by  mandamus. 

A  vestry  having,  by  a  show  of  hands, 
passed  a  resolution,  directing  an  illegal 
application  of  some  charitable  funds, 
and  a  poll  having  been  demanded  of 
the  person  presiding  at  the  vestiy,  and 
not  granted,  the  Q)urt  refused  a  rule 
for  a  mandamus  to  compel  such  person 
to  grant  a  poll.  Besf  v.  7^  Church^ 
wardens  of  St.  Saviouf^s,  380. 


VOLUNTARY  SETTLEMENT. 
See  Evidence^  II.  2. 

WAGES. 

What  recoverable  after  bankruptcy  of 
master.    Hiring,  3. 

WALLS,  PARTY. 
SoeStatute,!h4. 

WARRANT. 

I.  Of  attorney. 

1.  What  execution  under  warrant  of 
attorney  is  within  sect.  34.  of  Insolvent 
Debtors' Act.    :»atuie,L  27.(9). 

2.  When  warrant  of  attorney  bad,  as 
charging  benefice.    Statute,  1. 2. 

n.  Of 
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WARRANT.  II. 


WILL. 


II.  Of  committal. 

Amendment  of  warrant  of  eommlttal 
for  smuggling,  under  stat.  3  &  4  PP.  4. 
r.53.    SiaMe,h55. 

WARRANTS  READ  IN  COURT, 

1.  Retpecting  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
1S2. 
d.  Appointment  of  Marshal,  377. 

WARRANTY, 

Of  a  borse,  how  qualified. 

Plaintiff  bought  a  horse,  warranted 
sound,  by  private  contract,  at  a  reposi* 
tory.  At  the  time  of  sale  there  was  a 
board  fixed  to  the  wall  of  the  repository, 
having  certain  rules  painted  upon  it,  one 
of  which  waSy  tHat  a  warranty  of  sound* 
ness,  there  given,  should  remain  in  force 
till  twelve  on  the  day  after  the  sale, 
when  the  sale  should  become  complete, 
and  the  teller's  responsibility  tennmate, 
unless  a  notice,  and  surgeon's  certificate, 
of  unsoundness,  were  given  in  the  mean 
time.  The  rules  were  not  particularly 
referred  to  at  the  time  of  this  sale  and 
warranty.  The  horse  proved  unsound, 
but  no  complaint  was  made  till  after 
twelve  on  the  following  day.  The  un- 
soundness was  of  a  nature  likely  not  to 
be  immediately  discovered;  some  evidence 
was  given  to  shew  that  the  defendant 
knew  of  it ;  and  the  horse  was  shewn  at 
the  sale  under  circumstances  favourable 
for  concealing  it.  After  verdict  for  the 
plaintiflT, 

Held,  that  there  was  sufficient  proof 
of  the  plaintiff  having  had  notice  of  the 
rules  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  to  render 
them  binding  on  him. 

Also,  that  the  rule  in  question  was 
such  as  a  seller  might  reasonably  impose, 
and  that  the  facts  did  not  shew  such 
fraud  or  artifice  in  him  as  would  render 
the  condition  inoperative.  Byvfater  v. 
Eichardton,  508, 

WARREN, 

What  is  a  free  warren  in  gross,  or  ap- 
purtenant. 

A  grant  by  the  King  of  free  warren  in 
land,  of  which  he  is  seised  in  fee,  is  a 
grant  of  free  warren  in  gross. 

Therefore,  where  defendant,  in  trespass, 
pleaded  such  a  grant  of  free  warren  to 
Fu  and  deduced  title  from  P.  to  F.^  and 


pleaded  a  conveyance  bv  F-  of  the  said 
free  warren  to  the  defendant;  it  was 
held,  that  the  plea  was  not  sustained  by 
proof  of  a  conve>'ance  from  F,  of  a 
manor,  of  which  the  land  in  ouestion 
was  copyhold,  with  all  and  singular  fisb« 
eries  and  right  of  fishing,  fowling,  hawk- 
ing, hunting,  and  shooting;  and  all  profits, 
royalties,  &c.  and  all  other  rights,  liberties, 
franchises,  jurisdictions  privileges,  com- 
modities, advantages,  hereditaments,  and 
appurtenances  whatsoever  to  the  said  roa« 
nor  belonging,  or  in  anywise  appertaining 
thereto,  or  at  any  time  occupied  or  en- 
Joyed  therewith,  or  reputed  part,  parcel, 
or  member  thereof,  or  granted  by  the 
King  to  p.  as  appurtenant  to  the  manor. 

And  this,  though  it  was  shewn  that  the 
Kinff,  at  the  time  of  the  grant  to  P.,  was 
lord  of  the  manor,  and  held  certain 
demesne  lands  in  fee,  and  granted  the 
free  warren  in  both  the  demesne  and 
other  lands  of  the  manor. 

Quare^  Whether  the  words  of  the  con* 
veyance  by  P.  would  have  conveyed  a 
free  warren  appurtenant  to  the  manor? 
Morrit  v.  Dimes,  654, 

WAYGOING  CROPS, 
When  claimable.    ArbUraior^  9. 

WIFE. 
See  Baron  and  Feme, 

WILL. 

1.  Attestation.     Emdenee,  III.  1,  3. 

2.  Interpretation.  Baron  and  Feme,  9. 
TruU,  Shifting, 

3.  Efiect  given  to  codicil  in  modifying 
will. 

Testator  by  several  unwitnessed  memo« 
rand  urns  subsequent  to  his  will,  left  a 
freehold  house,  acquired  among  other 
estates  since  the  date  of  the  will,  to  his 
daughter;  and  he  afterwards  made  the 
following  codicil,  which  was  dulyattested  s 
— "  I  make  this  a  further  codicil  to  my 
will;  I  give  and  devise  all  real  estates, 
purchased  by  me  since  the  execution  of 
my  said  will,  to  the  trustees  therein  named, 
their  heirs,  &c,  to  the  uses  and  upon  the 
trusts  therein  expressed  concernmg  the 
residue  of  my  real  estates:"  Held,  that 
the  house  passed  to  the  trustees,  and  not 
to  the  daughter,    Utterion  v.  Bobifu^  425 

4.  What  will  shall  be  an  execution  of 
a  power.    Power,  1, 

WIN- 


WINDOW, 


yRAR, 


087 


WINDOW. 

What  is  a  licence  to  open,  and  its  effect. 
Licence, 

WITNESS. 

See  Evidence, 

WORDS. 

See  Slander. 


WRIT  OF  TRIAL. 
See  Trial,  Writ  of, 

YEAR. 

Of  what  year  a  statute  shall  be 
titled  in  pleading.    Statute,  IV. 
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